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INTRODUCTION. 


One of the most astonishing facts in the history of 
the church is the undue importance attached in certain 
quarters to the mere mode of baptism. The ordinance 
itself has been almost universally acknowledged as of 
binding obligation, but when the mode of its adminis¬ 
tration has been reached, serious differences have arisen, 
and the followers of Christ have been divided into dis¬ 
tinct and contending parties. So far have the immer- 
sionists gone on this point, that they have emphatically 
and with stubbornness denied the legitimacy of the 
baptism of all who have not submitted to their ideas 
of mode, and been immersed. They have made it a 
test of admission to the Lord’s table, thus, in effect, 
denying the genuineness of the Christianity of all that 
have not been immersed. Of course, they will not all 
admit that they go to this extreme, but in fact they 
do; that is the logic of their position. The result has 
been long and bitter controversy. In some parts of 
the country where the Baptists are numerous, they 
have kept the religious communities in constant dis¬ 
turbance on this subject, and have shown themselves 
much more anxious to make a pervert from the pedo ■ 
baptist faith than to win a sinner from the error of 
his ways. And all this over the mere mode of an ordi- 
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If any apology is needed for the publication of addi¬ 
tional books on this subject, it is found in the per¬ 
sistence of our Baptist friends in pushing their peculiar 
views. They are instant in season, and out. Their 
pulpits are seldom silent on the subject. Their con¬ 
versations are full of it. With plausible and sophistical 
arguments and illustrations they mislead the unin¬ 
formed, and unsettle the faith of many honest people. 
Their very persistence gives them force. Pedobap- 
tists, believing that there are other matters of more 
importance, that the conversion of sinners and the 
upbuilding of saints are of more moment to the king¬ 
dom of God than the mode of their baptism, seldom 
dwell upon this comparatively unimportant subject; 
when straightway they are for this reason accused of 
not being able to defend their positions. In fact, many 
thoughtless persons are led to believe that we say little 
on the subject because we can not sustain our views. 
And further, many are misled because we fail to 
inform them. Baptists are continually dinning the 
subject into their ears, and we say little, thus failing to 
correct false impressions made. This is our error. It 
is not pleasant, nor is it quite consistent with our 
views, to make this subject so prominent; but we 
should so present it as to keep the people informed, and 
prevent them from being misled by Baptist persistence. 

But if pedobaptists have not been so constant in 
haranguing the populace on this subject, they have 
been ready and strong in debate. In the Scriptures 
and in the logic of the question they have never been 
wanting, and that they have been more than a match 
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for their opponents in the field is shown by the steady 
advance of their cause. Every year the exclusive im¬ 
mersion forces lose ground, and more liberal and 
scriptural views gain strength. The more general the 
discussion becomes, the more rapid will be the advance 
in this direction. 

This new work of the Rev. R. F. Keeler, D. D., is 
an able contribution to the discussion of this subject. 
It is full and comprehensive. The scriptural argument 
is well presented, and the classical citations are unus¬ 
ually full for a popular work. It is fair, clear and logi¬ 
cal, and will aid in promoting the truth on this vexed 
question. It is difficult to see how any one can read it 
with an unbiased mind, and not accept its conclu¬ 
sions. Doctor Keeler deserves thanks for the labor 
he has bestowed on the work, and the skill and ability 
he has brought to its execution. 

Charles W. Smith. 

Pittsburg, Pennsylvania. 




PREFACE. 


These discourses on baptism were at first prepared 
for the defense of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
from the assaults of exclusive immcrsionists, and not 
for publication. Having been repeatedly urged to 
prepare them for publication, especially by the younger 
brethren in the ministry, who desired their help in the 
study of this question, I have yielded to their earnest 
solicitations, and have prepared this work for the press; 
and now send it forth with the prayer that it may 
accomplish the object for which it was written. 

I do not claim originality for all its contents, having 
gathered material and ideas from every quarter — kept 
my eyes and ears open to read and hear everything 
written or spoken on this subject that came within my 
reach. Ideas, suggestions, and materials have been 
gleaned from both sides of the question (as the reader 
will see), and I am indebted to all more than can be 
told; so proper credit can not be given separately to 
each one, because the study and research for facts and 
light have been carried on for many years. Where 
"verbatim" quotations have been made, due credit has 
been given, and the quotations enclosed in the proper 
marks; and, where known to whom indebted for ideas, 
suggestions, and arguments, the credit has been given. 
I am especially indebted to Rev. J. Ditzler, D. D., of 
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Louisville, Ky., for quotations from the classics with 
proper dates and arrangement of them in proof of the 
primary use and meaning of bap to and baptizo; to Rev. 
J. W. Dale, D. D., of Media, Pa., and to Rev. T. J. 
Conant, D. D., of New York City; also to Bishop S. M. 
Merrill, D. D., LL. D., for light on Rom. 6: 4, and on 
infant baptism. 

I do claim originality for the plan and arrangement 
of facts and arguments, and the arraying of the proof 
to sustain the positions taken in defense of the doctrines 
and usages of the Methodist Episcopal Church; and 
am satisfied that my positions are correct, and that my 
arguments and proofs, sustaining them, are clear, 
strong, and unanswerable. My object in the publica¬ 
tion of this book is to show that our Church stands on 
true scriptural ground on this important question; and, 
to aid my young brethren in the study of this subject, 
that they may successfully defend the Church when¬ 
ever and wherever assailed, and show that its practice 
in regard to baptism is correct and scriptural. Should 
its publication aid in the better understanding and the 
satisfactory settlement of this vexed question, the result 
would be very gratifying to its author, and amply repay 
for the long and arduous work of research and study 
in its preparation. 

R. F. Keeler. 


PART FIRST. 


THE MODE OF CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 

What is Christian Baptism? In considering this 
subject it is best to have a proper understanding of the 
terms employed in its discussion. 

What, then is Christian Baptism ? Is it a sprinkling, 
a pouring, an immersing? Is it (any) one, or all of 
these? The answer must be in the negative, for any 
one of them may be performed, and not result in a 
baptism at all. And all three may be done, and yet no 
baptism be.performed. For instance, a person might 
be thoroughly sprinkled with water in a heavy shower 
of rain; another might receive a pouring from a bucket 
of water from the hands of some mischievous person; 
and a third may be completely immersed by either acci¬ 
dentally or intentionally falling into the water, and 
Christian Baptism not even thought of, much less per¬ 
formed. And, if a person has received a sprinkling, 
pouring, or an immersing, and not Christian Baptism, 
it follows that Christian Baptism is not a sprinkling, 
a pouring, or an immersing. Christian Baptism, then, 
is a very different thing from any one or all of these, 
and the attempt to make it interchangeable with any 
one of them is a great mistake, and inevitably leads to 
misunderstanding and error. 

Christian Baptism is an ordinance of the Church of 
Christ, instituted by the Lord himself. 

What is it, then ? According to the New Testament, 
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it is the application of water to the candidate by the 
administrator in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. How the water shall be applied, and how much 
shall be used, are questions that do not belong to this 
definition, but will be answered in the proper place. 
Keeping these points clearly and carefully in mind will 
remove the confusion and misunderstanding which 
have so long surrounded this subject, perplexed the 
mind, and prevented a calm and intelligent considera¬ 
tion of the ordinance. 

Let this point be carefully noted. Nowhere, in the 
New Testament, are any instructions given, specifying 
the quantity of water to be used, or the manner of 
applying it in order to constitute a valid baptism; there¬ 
fore neither of these is essential to the validity of the 
ordinance. 

Is this disputed? Whoever disputes this must give 
the book, chapter, and verse, in the New Testament, 
which teaches the quantity of water that must be used, 
and minutely describe the manner of its application in 
order to effect a valid Christian Baptism; and that, 
unless these specific instructions are carefully followed. 
God will not and the Church must not recognize or 
accept anything else as baptism at all. No such text 
can be cited. 

The true definition then is this: Christian Baptism 
is the application of water to the candidate by the ad¬ 
ministrator in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, without any reference to the quantity of water 
to be used , or the manner of applying it. Careful 
examination will show this definition to be correct and 
scriptural; and, when generally understood and ac¬ 
cepted, the bitter wrangling over this vexed question 
will cease, because each one will be permitted to choose 
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how the water of baptism shall be applied in his case, 
and no one will object or censure him for his choice. 

The Lord speed the day 1 

Exclusive immersionists, however, dogmatically 
affirm that Christian Baptism can only be performed 
in one particular way, and no other: that all other 
ways are unscriptural and consequently forbidden — 
must be ruled out. Is this true ? Does the New Testa¬ 
ment prescribe the "modus operandi," and forbid all 
other ways, directly or by implication ? 

Must Christian Baptism invariably be performed in 
one particular way, and in no other? Is the manner 
of performing it the thing essential to the validity of 
the ordinance? 

If these are the facts in the case, then the instructions 
to the administrator must necessarily be clear and 
specific, so clear and minutely specific that he will know 
just what to do, and have no doubts about it; and, 
moreover, leave no room for disagreement or mis¬ 
understanding among the sincere followers of the Lord. 
Inferences, no matter how strong, can not be accepted, 
when specific instructions are necessary, and could be 
given. There must be a plain “Thus saith the Lord,” 
giving the administrator and all concerned explicit 
directions, so as to prevent any possibility of mistake 
in performing baptism as the Lord requires it to be 
done. Nothing less than this can satisfy the earnest, 
sincere, inquirer after the right way, because he must 
know what the Lord forbids, as well as what He com¬ 
mands, to be done. Where are these explicit direc¬ 
tions? 

Where does the Lord forbid baptism to be performed 
by affusion (sprinkling, pouring), and command it to 
be performed by immersionf If immersion only is 
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baptism, it is reasonable to expect that the Lord would 
plainly say, “ I command baptism to be performed by 
immersion. Nothing else will do.” Where any such 
statement or teaching? Let it be produced. 

Immersionists affirm that this teaching is found in 
the Greek word baptizo, and the examples of baptism 
given in the New Testament. 

We will examine these statements in their order. 
They affirm that baptizo is a very specific word, 
having only one meaning and usage in all Greek 
literature, primarily to immerse; and this word, 
used to designate the ordinance, does authoritatively 
settle the question; for it declares that baptism must 
be performed by immersion, and forbids every other 

Before this affirmation can be accepted, it must be 
proved to be literally true, and every use of the word 
must be a literal immersion. 

This will require a careful and critical examination 
of the word in classic and patristic writings. 


CHAPTER I. 


THE EXAMINATION OF THE TEACHINGS OF LEADING 
IMMERSIONISTS — THEIR CONTRADICTIONS AND DIS¬ 
AGREEMENT AMONG THEMSELVES. 

Before entering upon this examination, it will be 
found both profitable and helpful in the study of this 
subject, to investigate the statements and explanations 
of the leading scholars and advocates of exclusive im¬ 
mersion in regard to this word which, they affirm, 
settles the question conclusively in their favor, and 
compels them to reject everything else as baptism. 

With one accord they affirm that baptizo is so specific 
that no honest person can mistake its meaning; that 
it is, and always has been, a word of one unvarying 
meaning, expressing only one act and action whenever 
and wherever used. 

If this affirmation be true, then the word, that defines 
it, must also be a word of only one meaning and use; 
and consequently there can be only one word that can 
define it. ' The use of more than one word in defining 
it is a blunder, and is a virtual admission that the 
affirmation is untrue. A word confined to one meaning 
can only be defined by a word of one meaning. And 
a word, expressing only one action in all the Greek lan¬ 
guage can only be defined by a word expressing one 
action only. The use of more than one is death to the 
affirmation. As they are unanimous in their affirma¬ 
tion, we have the right to expect, that, in defining 
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baptizo, they will without exception use only one and 
the SAME word. They must not differ one from the 
other a particle, for the nature of the word from their 
standpoint forbids it, and requires them invariably to 
use the same word. Any deviation on their part from 
their invariable rule justifies us in fully rejecting their 
affirmation, and in declaring their position untrue; and 
also gives us the same liberty to use different words 
when defining it. It opens wide the door for honest 
differences of opinion in regard to its use and meaning. 

Great will be the surprise to find confusion and dis¬ 
cord instead of perfect harmony among these scholars 
as the result of this investigation. 

We will first take up the writings of Rev. T. J. 
Conant, D. D., one of the greatest scholars of the 
Baptist Church. 

We will quote from his work entitled " Baptizein." 
He says (Page 157), “Immerse is its true and only 
meaning, as proved by the unanimous testimony of 
Greek writers, both pagan and Christian.” Again 
(Page 100.) “The only recognized meaning of the 
word.” (Page 101), “ The Greek word Baptizein ex¬ 
presses nothing more than the act of immersion.” 
(Page 87.) “ In all, the word has retained its ground- 

meaning without change. From the earliest age of 
Greek literature down to its close (a period of about 
two thousand years), not an example has been found, 
in which the word has any other meaning.” (Pages 
98 and 99), “This unvarying meaning of the word.” 
In these quotations from his book, Dr. Conant declares 
that immerse is the only meaning baptizo ever had. 
Then in defining it he can use no other word, nor will 
he, if his declaration is true; he must invariably use 
immerse. 
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But on page 87 (where he states, " Not an example 
has been found, in which the word has any other mean¬ 
ing”) he says, “ This ground-idea is expressed in Eng¬ 
lish, in the various connections where the word occurs, 
by the terms (synonymous in this ground-element) to 
immerse, immcrge, submerge, to dip, to plunge, to im- 
bathe, to whelm " 

Think of it! A word of “one unvarying meaning” 
requires seven different words to define it 1 
How specific! Has a meaning so plain and unvarying 
that it takes several words to express it. One word 
is not sufficient. No wonder that its one “only mean¬ 
ing” has "not changed for two thousand years 1” 

But he more completely contradicts himself when he 
translates his quotations from Greek writers using 
baptizo. Instead of using his “true and only meaning” 
(immerse), he more frequently uses words that do not 
mean immerse at all. Thus in sixty-four consecutive 
examples he translates only six times by " immerse," 
four times by ''plunge," and fifty-four times by 
" whelm ” and its compounds. 

Whelm expresses a very different action from im¬ 
merse. Its action brings the element down upon the 
subject, while the action of immerse lowers the subject 
into the element, and whelm is as unlike immerse in its 
action as is affusion. If baptizo “ expresses nothing 
more than the act of immersion,” how can it express 
the act of whelming at all ? Does not one rule out the 
other? What confusion already! Again, " dip " and 
"plunge" express different actions from immerse; 
and, Dr. Conant being witness, baptizo expresses four 
different actions instead of one. 

Again, in one hundred and sixty-eight consecutive 
examples, he translates by immerge fifteen times, by 
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submerge twenty-five times, by immerse forty-three 
times, and by whelm and its compounds sixty-five 

What a specific word of "one unvarying import!” 
Something wrong somewhere. Either Dr. Conant’s 
statements are wrong, or he does not know what 
bapliso means. Strange that so great a scholar should 
be so confused over a word of “ one meaning.” 

Secondly, we will look into the writings of Alexander 
Campbell, the founder of the Disciple Church. 

In his work on “Baptism” (page 118) he says, 
'■Bapliso indicates a specific action, and consequently, 
as such, can have but one meaning.” Again (page 
127), “No word, indeed, in the Greek language has 
already been more rigidly canvassed and more ac¬ 
curately traced than bapliso, and none more satisfac¬ 
torily established.” (Page 149), “ It is essential that 
a specific term have but one meaning.” . . . . “ Bap¬ 
liso means to dip, by consent of the whole world, and 
being a specific word, it never can have but one mean¬ 
ing.” (Page 120), “All the learned admit that its 
primary, proper, and unfigurative meaning is " to dip." 
In his debate with Rev. N. L. Rice (Debate, page 75), 
he says, "Bapliso is a specific word, and, as such, can 
have but one proper, original, and literal meaning.” 

If these statements of Mr. Campbell are facts, there 
is no occasion for confusion or the least misunder¬ 
standing about the meaning and action of bapliso by 
any one; certainly by none on his side of the question. 
It has been “ rigidly canvassed, accurately traced, and 
satisfactorily established”; therefore there should be 
perfect agreement, especially on the part of those who 
advocate immersion, and harmony should be complete. 
But is it? By no means, for Mr. Campbell and Dr. 
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Conant do not use the same word in defining baptiso. 
Both of them affirm that it can have only one literal 
meaning, while Dr. Conant asserts that " all Greek 
writers unanimously testify that immerse is its true 
and only meaning,” and Mr. Campbell declares it 
“ means to dip by consent of the whole worldflatly 
contradicting one another, and each proving his asser¬ 
tion by “ unanimous testimony of the learned world.” 

Immerse and dip are two words, not one; and each 
has an action peculiar to itself, and different from the 
other; and, as both these scholars assert, that baptiso 
is a specific word of one very specific action and mean¬ 
ing, and can have only one, they contradict each other. 
If baptiso means immerse and dip, it has two meanings 
and two actions, and the statement of both that it can 
have but one is incorrect. If it means immerse only, 
then dip is ruled out, and vice versa. 

It is time that immersionists were held to strict ac¬ 
count, and compelled to abide the consequences of their 
positive statements. As they insist on only one mean¬ 
ing for baptiso, we shall insist on their using only one 
word to define it, or challenge the truthfulness of their 
statement. Using more than one word in defining it is 
a virtual admission that baptiso has more than one 
meaning, and this is the truth. 

More than this, Mr. Campbell contradicts himself. 
1-Ie says (Baptism, page 134), “All the dictionaries 
give dip or immerse as the proper, common, and current 
use of baptiso; and all our quotations from some thirty 
of the most classic authors, as well as from the can¬ 
onical Greek Scriptures of the Old Testament, sustain 
them in so doing.” 

While he positively affirms that it means dip, and 
nothing else, here he uses two words to define baptiso, 
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and virtually admits that it sometimes means dip, and 
sometimes immerse. Then, when it means dip, it does 
not mean immerse, and vice versa; for he says, “ Dip 
or immerse is the proper, common, and current use of 
bapliso." 

Which is the one meaning, dip or immerse? If it is 
a word of one meaning, it cannot have both. Any one 
can see that; for, if both words are the same, only one 
of them need ever be used for bapliso. 

Again he says (Baptism, p. 126-127), ‘‘We have, 
then, the unanimous testimony of all the distinguished 
lexicographers known in Europe and America, that the 
proper and everywhere current signification of bapliso 
.... is to dip, plunge, or immerse; and that any 
other meaning is tropical, rhetorical, or fanciful.” 
Worse, and worse! Now he adds another word, 
plunge, to complete the one meaning of this very 
specific word. 

How many words does it take to define bapliso, and 
express its one meaning, one idea, one use? Either 
the word or its meaning must be very specific! Can¬ 
not any one see that plunge expresses a different action, 
use, idea, and meaning from either dip or immerse; and 
that the using of three words to define bapliso proves 
that it is not a specific word? 

But he contradicts himself more completely when 
he translates the passages he cites from Greek writers. 
Instead of confining himself to either of the three words 
already given, he uses ten words in translating, viz; 
“ dip,” “ plunge,” “ immerse,” “ sink,” “ baptize,” 
“ drown,” “ drench,” " merge,” “ overwhelm,” and 
“ overflow ”; using plunge eight times, immerse five 
times, sink five times, baptise three times, and his 
favorite meaning "dip,’’ only twice, and overwhelm ten 
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times, overflow twice, and the other words once each. 
And yet he affirms absolutely that “ all the learned of 
the world agree that its primary and proper meaning is 
" dip." 

But the action expressed by overflow requires the 
clement to come down upon the subject, pouring over 
it, the same action precisely required by affusion. 
Pour and sprinkle express the action of affusion, affu¬ 
sion that of overflow, it follows (since Mr. Campbell 
defines bapliso by overflow) logically that affusion is 
sometimes the action expressed by bapliso. And if 
baptiso expresses only one action, may it not after all 
be affusion? 

How inconsistent is error. These learned men con¬ 
tradict each other and themselves. And yet they claim 
that this word in dispute has been so ’ “ rigidly can¬ 
vassed, accurately traced, and satisfactorily settled ” — 
its " one meaning proved by the unanimous testimony 
of all Greek writers,” and by the “ consent of the whole 
world,” that there is no “ disagreement among 
scholars,” and “all the learned admit ” that baptiso is 
a word of only one meaning, action, and use in “ all 
Greek literature for two thousand years.” 

Then, why does not Dr. Conant confine himself to 
his one meaning, immerse? And why does not Mr. 
Campbell invariably use dip? 

Simply, because neither of them can do so; for 
bapliso is a generic or common word, and not specific 
at all, and every attempt to make it so must result in 
confusion, contradiction, and failure every time. It 
can not be otherwise. 

The next author whose writings we will examine is 
Rev. G. H. Ball, D.D., of the Free-Will Baptist 
Church, Buffalo, N. Y. 



CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


He says (Christian Baptism, p. 60-61:), “ There are 
more than a score of learned men so instructed in the 
Greek language that they have made standard diction¬ 
aries defining its words. We bring forward fifteen of 
them whose authority is received in colleges, universi¬ 
ties, and seminaries, of all denominations. Their 
names are Scapula, Henricus, Stephanus, Bass, Robert¬ 
son, Donnegan, Pickering, Schleusncr, Pasor, Park- 
hurst, Patrick, Bretsclineider, Stockius, Liddell & 
Scott, and Robinson. These men were all members 
of Pedo-baptist churches, but were so learned, impar¬ 
tial, honest, and scholarly, that their sectarian relations 
did not bias their minds. They all agree on the 
meaning of baptizo; there is no dissent, nor disagree- 

How thankful we should be, that this long-disputed 
question will now be authoritatively and satisfactorily 
settled — no chance for further argument, doubt, or 
misunderstanding. The testimony of these fifteen wit¬ 
nesses will settle it, for it will be the same, and in their 
dictionaries we will find baptizo defined by one word 
only, because it has but one meaning, and they all use 
the same one word in defining it, and no other. Dr. 
Ball’s statement will admit of no other construction. 
But has he stated the facts in this case ? We will hear 
him further, and then judge. He says (p. 61), “ The 
whole fifteen declare, as scholars learned in the lan¬ 
guage of the New Testament, that baptizo means to 
immerse,-plunge, dip, wash by immersing, sink, sub¬ 
merge, overwhelm; and not one of them ever defines 
it to mean to sprinkle, in any case, or under any cir¬ 
cumstances whatever. And there is not a Greek dic¬ 
tionary to be found that is received as authority, even in 
Pedo-baptist colleges and universities, that defines bap- 
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lizo, to sprinkle. According to these witnesses, it 
always means to immerse, and never to sprinkle." 

A careful analysis of these statements will show that 
Dr. Ball is inexcusably careless in the use of words, 
and utterly unreliable as a teacher of the truth. Take 
the statement, “ They all agree on the meaning of 
baptiso; there is no dissent, nor disagreement,” where 
he uses the word “meaning ” in the singular, and 
compare it with this: “ The whole fifteen declare, as 
scholars learned in the language of the New Testament, 
that baptiso means to immerse, plunge, dip, wash by 
immersing, sink, submerge, overwhelm," where he uses 
seven words to define baptiso; and it will be readily 
seen that one contradicts the other. After making the 
latter statement how dare he say, “ According to these 
witnesses, it always means to immerse, and never 
to sprinkle ? ” 

By what authority does he ignore all the definitions 
of baptiso but one, given by these witnesses, and boldly 
declare that they all unitedly testify that “it always 
means to immerse f" 

Do the other six words mean precisely the same as 
immerse, no more, no less? If they do, then why use 
them at all, why? If they vary any in meaning from 
immerse, and each other, so that each one must in some 
instances be used, does it not necessarily follow that 
baptiso has more than one meaning, and is not Dr. Ball 
guilty of perverting their testimony to sustain his 

Will it be affirmed that “all these words are 
synonyms of immerse, and therefore it is correct to say 
‘ the meaning of baptiso,’ while using so many words 
to define it?” What an elastic word baptiso must be 
for one so very specific 1 
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We ask in what respect are they “synonyms of 
immerse? ” If at all, it must be in tire “ formal act ” 
expressed by each one; 'for Dr. Ball declares (p. 57), 
“ The Holy Spirit wished to definitely and clearly in¬ 
struct us as to the form of the act required, and 
intended that believers should do that act and no other. 
Baptizo expresses a formal act. Whatever that act is, 
whether immersion, sprinkling, or pouring, the per¬ 
formance of that particular act is necessary to obedi-' 
ence. It is absurd to talk of doing one act by another. 
If baptizo has a definite meaning, if it expresses a par¬ 
ticular act, that act, and no other, must be done to 
comply with the law.” (p. 64.) “Jesus commanded 
one specific act, and we cannot obey by performing an¬ 
other which he did not command.” 

But the fact is, no two words used in defining baptizo 
express the same “particular act.” Each one has a 
“ particular act ” of its own, and, if the Lord has com¬ 
manded “one specific act,” and that act is immerse, 
then he did not command any one to be plunged, dipped, 
or overwhelmed; and, if baptizo means to dip, plunge, 
overwhelm, as well as immerse, then it is not a specific 
word of one meaning and one act, and the attempt to 
confine it to one meaning and one particular act will 
prove a failure. It cannot be otherwise. 

Dr. Ball is very reckless in his statements, for he 
adds (p. 63), "Every Creek dictionary in the world 
defines the word to signify immerse, and not one of 
them defines it to sprinkle." 

If any one will consult Kouma and Gazes, both native 
Greek lexicographers, he will find that both define 
baptizo by brecho, which means to sprinkle; and so do 
many other lexicons, as any one can see by consulting 
the list given in the back part of this book. 
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The next author we will examine is Rev. R. Fuller, 
D. D., (Southern Baptist Publishing House, Charles¬ 
ton, S. C., 1859.) 

He says (The Act of Baptism, p. 251), “ Every can¬ 
did reader will, I think, grant that I have ascertained 
the meaning of baptiso. It signifies to immerse, and 
has no oilier meaning.’’ On page 58 he says, “I have 
proved the only meaning of baptiso to be immerse." 
On page 13 he says, “Never was there a word whose 
meaning was more clear and precise.” 

And yet, when he translates his classical quotations, 
he defines baptiso by sink, plunge, bury, drown, dip, 
submerge, and only uses immerse three times. 
Strange, when that is its " only meaning!” In the case 
of the seacoast baptism mentioned by Aristotle he re¬ 
jects plunge and dip, because in that instance the sea- 
coast is passive, and the water overflows it. So he 
insists on immerse, and adds (p. 29), “ It matters not 

how the immersion is effected.Suppose a man 

should lie in the baptistery while it is filling. The 
pouring of the water would not be immersion, yet an 
immersion would take place, if he remained long 
enough.” (p. 31.) 

This is true, but the immersion (or baptism) would 
be performed by pouring, and it might also be per¬ 
formed by sprinkling, “ if he remained long enough.” 
It follows then that baptism can be performed by pour¬ 
ing or sprinkling. We are making headway finely. 

Why does not Dr. Fuller confine himself to his only 
meaning, immerse? Because it is impossible; im¬ 
merse is only one of many meanings. 

The next author is Dr. Morrell, Edinburgh, 1848. 

He says (p. 167), “That the word baptiso uni- 
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forraly signifies to dip I will not venture to assert, or 
undertake to prove. I believe, however, that it is 
pretty generally admitted, on both sides, that the word 
does mean to dip; that this is its generic meaning, 
and its most usual meaning. But it appears quite evi¬ 
dent that the word also bears the sense of covering by 
superfusion. This is admitted by Dr. Cox, who says, 
‘ A person may be immersed by pouring; but immer¬ 
sion is the being plunged into water, or overwhelmed 
by it. Was the water to ascend from the earth, it 
would still be baptism were the person wholly covered 
by it.’ Thus far we surrender the question of immer¬ 
sion, and in so doing feel no small pleasure in finding 
ourselves in such good company as that of Dr. Cox.” 

Dr. Morrell stands among the leading Baptist 
scholars, and yet he frankly admits that baptizo is not 
confined in meaning either to dip or immerse. In this 
he flatly contradicts those who positively affirm that 
it is so confined. Would that the others were as can¬ 
did as he, for he also states that it also means " cover¬ 
ing by superfusion “ thus admitting that it is a word 
of many acts, not of one only; that it can be performed 
by " superfusion “ as well as by immersion. Blow his 
candor shows the want of candor and reliability of Dr. 
Conant and the others, who insist that baptizo is so 
specific that it is confined to one meaning and action! 

The next author is Mr. Ingham, of London. He 
says (“ Hand-book of Baptism," p. 26), “ The Greek 
verb baptizo signifies to immerse, and ought to be so 
rendered in our translation. ... By immersion we 
mean an entire covering or a complete surrounding 
with some element.” 

This is plain, for immerse is an active verb, and does 
the work itself, when a person is immersed. But Mr. 
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Ingham gives the word a different use by saying (p. 
27), “ Baptize is to make one thing to be in another by 
dipping, by immersing, by burying, by covering, by 
superfusion, or by whatever mode effected; ” and he 
cites Dr. Halley to sustain his statement. 

On comparing these statements with the facts in the 
case it will be seen how wide of the mark they are. 
In classic Greek we read of men being baptized with 
wine, and they are baptized by swallowing the wine, 
and the men are not in the wine, but the wine is in 

And it remains for Mr. Ingham and all on his side 
to answer the question, How does baptizo put the man 
in the wine when the wine is in him? Did it dip him 
in it — immerse him in it — bury him in it — cover 
him in it — pour the wine over him? How was it 
done? Who can tell? Are not dip, plunge, and im¬ 
merse all out of the question in these cases? 

Not one of them is the meaning of baptizo in these 
examples; therefore baptizo does not invariably mean 
dip, plunge, or immerse. 

Is a covering a dipping? Is it a plunging? Is an 
immersion a superfusion? What answer? 

Mr. Ingham, Conant, Ford, and others declare, that 
baptism can and may be performed by superfusion, 
which is the same as affusion, and both are properly 
effected by pouring or sprinkling. Mr. Ingham, how¬ 
ever, is not fully satisfied until he adds, " or by what¬ 
ever mode effected." This opens the door as wide as 
any sprinkler can ask. 

It is astonishing that this able Baptist author should 
so completely contradict himself by affirming on one 
page that baptizo means “ to immerse ” or “ put into,” 
which expresses a definite action and act, and on the 
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next one admit that baptism could be performed “ by 
any mode whatever.” 

What an univocal word baptiso is! No wonder that 
all are united on its one meaning and use 1 

Again, Dr. Gale says, “ The word does not always 
necessarily imply a total immersion or dipping the 
whole thing spoken of all over, which I really allow.” 
What more can we ask ? Do not these Baptist scholars 
sustain us in our position that baptiso is not a specific 
word, nor confined to one action only; in fact, is not a 
word of mode at all, but may be performed in any way 
desired. 

That it is not a word of mode is now being asserted 
by the latest champions of immersion. 

One Baptist scholar (in a written discussion with 
me) affirmed that "baptiso is not a word of mode, 
never tells how the baptism must be performed — 

We shall call attention to him again, later on. The 
next champion is Elder J. S. Sweeney (Disciple), of 
Paris, Kentucky. 

In my presence he affirmed, "Baptiso always means 
immerse, or its equivalent. Forty lexicons give this, 
and never give pour or sprinkle." 

Careful examination of this affirmation will show 
it to be partisan, reckless, and untrue. Besides, it con¬ 
tradicts Ingham, Conant, Ford, and others, who affirm, 
'■ Baptiso means whelm, overwhelm, and overflow,” as 
well as immerse. 

A synonym of a word is its “equivalent; ” conse¬ 
quently every “ equivalent ” of a word is its synonym. 
Are whelm, overwhelm, overflow, or superfusion the 
synonyms of immerse? 

Certainly not in the action expressed, because in 
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immersion the object sinks in the element, while the 
action of these other words brings the element down 
upon the object. 

How can words be synonymous or equivalent which 
express directly opposite actions; especially when one 
of the words requires one particular and definite action ? 
A superfusion is a pouring upon; and, if a baptism can 
be performed by superfusion, as Baptist scholars admit, 
then baptism can be performed by pouring the element 
upon the subject, and "pour upon" is the equivalent 
of immerse. 

Then, if "baptizo means always immerse or its 
equivalent,” as Elder Sweeney affirms, the equivalent 
of immerse is “pour upon,” when baptism is per¬ 
formed by superfusion; and we will find lexicons so 
defining baplizo, although Elder Sweeney affirms the 
lexicons never give pour or sprinkle at all. 

Scapula, Hedericus, and Suicer give " aqua obruo," 
which means to cover with water, the element descend¬ 
ing. Schleusncr, Stockius, Suicer, Schaetgennius, E. 
Leigh, Vossius, Walaeus, Arst, and Wolfius give 
affundo, aspergo, elf undo, perfundo, or prof undo largi- 
ler, which mean pour upon or sprinkle; while Ko'umas 
and Gazes (native Greeks), and Schneider give 
“ brecho,” which means to sprinkle; Sophocles gives 
" baplislhesthai tais dakrusi," which means “ baptized 
with tears”; and Ewing, H. Cremer, Swarzius, Park- 
hurst, Robinson, Grimshaw, Kitto, McClintock & 
Strong, and Dr. Robert Young give pour out or upon, 
sprinkle, or besprinkle; and Pape, Passow, Rost and 
Palm (Germans) give anfeuchten, begiessen, which 
mean to moisten, to sprinkle. 

These facts show how wide of the mark was the 
declaration of Elder Sweeney concerning the lexicons. 
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But why did he add to his definition (immerse) the 
phrase " or its equivalent?” He never referred to it 
again during the deliver)’ of his discourses, but invaria¬ 
bly used immerse, as if he had said that was its only 
meaning. 

If baptiso always means immerse, and no more, why 
not so affirm and stand by it? Any addition to it would 
be uncalled for and unnecessary; but adding “ or its 
equivalent ” is a virtual admission that immerse does 
not always fill the demands of baptiso; for, when it 
means the "equivalent," immerse must step aside for 
some other meaning. In this he contradicts his breth¬ 
ren who insist that baptiso has but one unvarying 
meaning. 

Let us examine this word equivalent, for it is a very 
comprehensive one, and see where it will lead us. For 
instance, should a merchant advertise thus: “ These 
goods will be sold for cash or its equivalent,” what 
would his customers understand by it? Would not 
one bring him a crock of butter or a basket of eggs; 
another a bag of potatoes or a load of hay — in short, 
anything they could sell him in exchange for his goods 
as a cash equivalent. So with Elder Sweeney. It 
gave him the privilege, when defining baptiso, to use 
any word he might choose when immerse failed him. 

We have now examined the writings and expositions 
of some of the leading scholars and advocates of ex¬ 
clusive immersion, who unanimously declare that bap¬ 
tiso is a strictly “specific word, having one unvary¬ 
ing meaning and definite action through all Greek 
literature, and so accurately traced and its usage so 
satisfactorily established, that there can be no doubt 
about its meaning; ” but what have we gained by this 
examination? 
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Instead of perfect unanimity we find the very op¬ 
posite. They neither agree with each other nor with 
themselves. Such contradictions and confusions can¬ 
not be found among any other class of men on any 
other subject, especially one so thoroughly and care¬ 
fully examined and understood, as is claimed for bap- 
tizo. How, then, can concord result from such 
discord? Let them first agree among themselves be¬ 
fore they demand that we agree with them. 

It is high time to call a halt on such outrageous use 
of language by immersionists. If baptizo has only one 
unvarying meaning, then only one word can be used 
for that meaning; and if it is confined to one definite 
action, then only one word expressing that action is 
permissible. No one can honestly use two (or more) 
words in defining one so specific in meaning and action 
as immersionists claim for baptizo; and their using 
more than one word when translating it betrays either 
inexcusable ignorance or censurable duplicity, and is 
positive proof that their position and claim for this 
word are utterly untenable and false. While they in¬ 
sist on one unvarying meaning and action, we shall in¬ 
sist on their invariably using the same one word as the 
meaning, wherever baptizo occurs; and they must con¬ 
fine themselves to that one word whenever they discuss 
the question; for using the second or third defining 
word shows either a variation and extension of its 
meaning and use, or these additional defining words 
are uncalled for. 

And it does not require much scholarship to see that 
this statement is correct, and that our demand is reas¬ 
onable, and that immersionists have been playing fast 
and loose in all their discussions over this disputed 
word. 
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At this point we call attention to the testimony of 
the late Prof. Charles Anthem of Columbia College, N. 
Y., which they so eagerly quote and claim to be con¬ 
clusive and unanswerable in their favor. Dr. Parmly, 
of New York, wrote, asking him to define baplizo. 
Prof. Anthon replied: “ The primary meaning of the 
word is to dip or immerse; and its secondary meanings, 
if it ever have any, all refer in some way or other to 
the same leading idea. Sprinkling, etc., are entirely 
out of the question.” 

The Professor speaks “ Ex-Cathedra ” as though his 
authority and knowledge of the word could not be 
gainsaid; but we will cross-question him, and show 
that his statement is worthless, and is no help but a 
positive injury to their cause. 

Now, Professor, by using the word "meaning” in 
the singular for the primary sense, and in the plural for 
the secondary sense, do you not testify that baplizo 
has but one primary meaning, but may have several 
secondary ones? 

The immersionists so understand and use your posi¬ 
tive statement. Then why did you use two words 
(“dip or immerse”) to express that one meaning? 
Did it require two words to express it ? Then why did 
you not say, “Dip and immerse”? Why say, “Dip 
or immerse”? Are you after all in doubt about it? 
Which is it, dip or immerse? Which? If baplizo has 
but one meaning, we must have a decisive answer, or 
your testimony is worthless. If you cannot decide 
which of the two words it is, are you sure it is either ? 
If you knew which was the only meaning, why did you 
give two meanings? Do you reply, “ It means both ”? 
Then we ask, why did you not say, “ Its meanings are 
dip and immerse? Why did you use the word " or’,’ 
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as well as say, "The meaning”? Your testimony 
leaves us where we were at first. 

Again, you say, “ Its secondary meanings, if it ever 
have any”? Why do you testify in this doubtful man¬ 
ner? Don’t you know whether it has any? Your 
language implies that you do not. Then how do you 
know that these " secondary meanings,” of which you 
confess ignorance, “ all refer in some way or other to 
the same leading idea ”? Why do you say, “ In some 
way or other ” ? How definite your testimony! What 
do you mean by “The same leading idea ”? Which is 
the same, dip or immerse? And \which “the leading 
idea”? Which? How definite you are! 

These two words do not mean the same, nor have 
the same idea, and neither of them leads in your testi¬ 
mony, which only leads us into uncertainty, and leaves 

Then by what authority, Professor, do you so posi¬ 
tively affirm that “ Sprinkling, etc., arc entirely out of 
the question”? How do you know this? Are you 
better posted on this point than the others? If you 
cannot tell us what is its "primary meaning,” its 
“ leading idea,” or whether it “ ever has secondary 
meanings,” how can you so positively inform us that 
“sprinkling, etc., are entirely out of the question”? 
Are you testifying from actual knowledge, or from 
mere impressions? 

Your testimony sounds more like guessing than real 
knowledge of the facts in the case; and the cause of 
truth would have been better served, and your reputa¬ 
tion for careful, accurate scholarship would stand 
higher, had it never been given. 

To show the worthlessness of such testimony take 
this illustration: Mr. Smith, what is the primary color 
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of your house? He replies, "Its primary color is 
brown or gray; and its secondary colors, if it ever have 
any, all refer in some way or other to the same leading 
shade. Red, etc., are entirely out of the question.” 

And immersionists are hard pressed for help, when 
they so eagerly use such loose statements for facts and 
arguments. 

We have learned from this research among the 
writings and teachings of immersionists that they have 
seriously blundered by asserting that baptiso is a 
specific word; and consequently have involved them¬ 
selves in endless and inextricable confusion. 


CHAPTER II. 


THE WORD BAI'TIZO IN CLASSIC GREEK — HOW IS IT 
USED BY CLASSIC GREEK WRITERS? 

Section i. Baptiso a generic word. 

B apt iso is not a specific but generic or common word. 
A specific word is very limited in its meaning and use, 
can be used only in special cases, and is so definite that 
its meaning is readily perceived; while a generic word 
is so general that it may be variously used. 

Any attempt to make a common word specific and 
build upon it a system of doctrines and ordinances will 
end in confusion and disaster. This is why we find so 
much confusion and contradictory statements when 
examining the teachings of immersionists. 

Dr. Conant (Ba'ptizein, 159) says; "Baptiso was a 
daily household word, employed in numberless cases 
where the use of the word 'baptise’ would be a 
profanation. Salt, wool, the hand, a pole, a cork, a nest, 
a fish-spear, a bladder, an ape, an insect, a salad, were 
with perfect propriety said to be baptised." 

This statement of Dr. Conant, that the Greeks made 
such free use of this word, proves that it was not a 
specific, but common every day word. A specific word 
not only defines the act to be done, but how to do it, 
preventing mistakes. Both the act and how to do it 
will be plainly, minutely described; but this is not the 
case with baptiso. It is neither a word of one act nor 
one action; nor docs in one single instance tell how to 
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perform it. A common word tells what is done, but 
not how it must be done. Baptiso belongs to the same 
class with the common words, cut, cook, cleanse, wash, 
and travel. There are different ways of doing what 
each of these words express, but in each particular case 
the word only tells what is done, and not how it was 
done. So of baptiso. It never tells how to perform 
baptism. 

This we will prove by the admission of immersionists 
and the classics. 

Elder J. S. Sweeney (Disciple) says: “ I do not 
believe that baptiso shows how baptism shall be per¬ 
formed.” Is not this death to this specific word ? 

Rev. E. A. Stone (Baptist) says: “ Let me ask you 
to refer me to one single passage where the word does 
tell how to do it. Can you? Where is it? Take any 
one of the passages you have given, does the word in 
any case tell how it was done? Nothing is more 
clearly evident than that the how is not the question, 
but tlie what—and what was the what ? There is no 
use of the word that defines how —it simply tells what. 
Christ was baptized of John in Jordan — does the 
word there tell how ? So you can run through the 
entire list, and not in one single instance does the word 
tell how.” 

This is the Baptist scholar to whom we said we 
" should call attention again.” 

His statement yields the whole ground — baptiso, 
like all generic (common) words, never tells how, but 
simply what is done. 

We could not state our side of the question better 
than he has done for us, but it is death to his side, as 

Again, Elder Sweeney says: “ I have not proposed 
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to affirm that the Scriptures teach how baptism is to 
be performed. I do not believe that they do so teach as 
to tile action of baptism.” 

McClintock & Strong’s Cyclopaedia (Vol. I., p. 640) 
says: “ In classical usage baptiso is not fixed to any 
special mode of applying the baptizing element to the 
object baptized.” 

What a specific word baptiso must be 1 It never tells 
how to perform a baptism — the Scriptures don’t tell — 
where can we learn how? If there is no use of the word 
that informs us — “ not one single instance in which it 
ever tells how baptism shall be performedand if the 
Scriptures do not teach us how to apply the water in 
performing Christian baptism, where can we find the 
information? Where any other authoritative source of 
information? And why arc the Scriptures and the 
word baptiso so indefinite on this important point, if it 
is absolutely necessary that Christian baptism be per¬ 
formed in one particular way to the exclusion of all 
others? Who can answer? 

And who has the right to dictate to us how we shall 
perform the act of baptism? And is it not arrogant 
for any class of persons to claim superior wisdom and 
exercise supreme authority over all others on this 
disputed question, when baptiso and the Scriptures, 
the only real sources of information, utterly fail to give 
any definite directions how the water of baptism must 
be applied? Should not such arrogance be mercilessly 
rebuked, until the offense ceases? 

Again, Rev. David B. Ford (Baptist, Studies on 
Baptism, p. 32, 33, 34) says: “ We say of immerse, 
then, that it puts an object into, within, or under water, 
so that it shall be wholly covered up and surrounded 
with water. This intusposition may continue a long or 
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short space of time; may be attended with influence, or 
be without influence, and may be effected by different 

modes, or in a variety of ways.Were we to define 

baptizo, we should do it precisely as we defined im¬ 
merse.” And yet this author insists that baptizo is a 
very specific word! Astonishing! 

Again, he says, “ Baptizo in one instance may denote 
a dipping, in another a plunging, and in another a 
whelming or overwhelming; and hence even these in 
some respects variant words may be used in different 
connections to translate baptizo.” Is not this surpris¬ 
ingly specific? 

Again, “ In defining immersion (What! Must 
immersion be defined?), we might have added that the 
activity or passivity of the ‘baptizee’ and of the element 
is a matter of indifference, provided there be a full 
submergence of the object. Most usually the person 
or thing is applied to ihe element; but this is not 
necessary to an immersion. A blacksmith, for example, 
will ordinarily dip his heated iron into a trough of 

water.He may, however, put his heated iron in 

an empty kettle, and then pour water into the vessel 

till the iron is fully immersed.The element, in 

this case is active — i. e., is applied to the object. 

We may say that this latter immersion was effected by 
pouring; but this pouring was not, in consequence, an 
immersion.” 

True, but does not Mr. Ford here admit that a bap¬ 
tism may be performed by pouring ? And are we doing 
any injustice to baptizo when we baptize our candidates 
by pouring the water upon their heads, as the Lord 
does when he baptizes us with the Holy Spirit? (Acts 
2. 17-18:, 33! 10. 44-45: 11, 15-18:). 

Again( p. 90, note) he says: “ We do not contend 
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for any special mode of baptizing. With any particu¬ 
lar mode of doing it we have at present but little 
concern.” (p. 96). “The form or mode of the act is 
to us, in the main, a matter of indifference.” 

Why, then, are they so excited and indignant when 
we, using our intelligent and honest judgment, choose 
to baptize our candidates by affusion? Does not Mr. 
Ford’s explanation justify us in so doing? 

And, how with one fell swoop he knocks down the 
idol set up by Conant,.Campbell, Ball, and others; so 
that it no longer appears to be a “ word of unvarying 
import and use, having only one specific meaning 
and confined to one specific action ” any longer. 

Poor baptizo, robbed of its specific qualities in the 
house of its friends, like Samson shorn of his locks, it is 
as powerless as any other common word to prescribe 
how it shall be performed, but may properly be per¬ 
formed by affusion, because our Baptist neighbors have 
“ but little concern with any particular mode of doing 
it.” Again (p. 97), he says, “The meaning of 
baptizo is to put within, to put (in close contact) 
something within something, ‘ generally in a fluid ele¬ 
ment.’ The act, thus, is definite enough; though the 
mode of the act is indeed left indeterminate. Thus it 
may be true that ‘ there is no form of act inherent in 
baptiso'; but this is far enough from proving that 
baptizo does not express any act.” This is true, for 
every common word expresses some act when used. 
But is not all this attempt at explanation about " the 
act ” and " r he mode " or " form of the act ” the sheer¬ 
est nonsense, simply to evade being cornered in the 
argument? 

Mr. Ford grants all we claim, then he admits that 
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the mode of the act is left indeterminate — there is no 
form of act inherent in baptizo.” 

What more can we ask ? Baptizo, Mr. Ford being 
witness, is a common word, for it never tells how but 
what is done. For instance, if a man cuts wood, cut 
tells what is done, but not how. If a woman cooks 
meat for dinner, cook also tells what but not how — 
just like baptizo. The distinguishing characteristic of 
a common word is, that it never tells how but what is 

Being completely routed at this point of the argu¬ 
ment, they insist that “ baptizo is specific as to the what 
or act done,” while admitting that “ there is no use of 
the word that ever tells how to do it ”; thus abandoning 
the vital line of their defense. 

We reply. This shifting of position shows the 
extremity to which they are reduced — simply the 
efforts of “ drowning men catching at straws.” 

This shifting the issue from a specific mode or 
“ form of act ” inherent in baptizo to a “ specific act ” 
or “thing done” is a virtual acknowledgment that 
their first position was wrong — that they had given 
baptizo a meaning and use unsupported by facts. And 
the position they now take, that baptizo is. specific as 
to what is done, is weaker than the other, and as easily 
refuted, because unsustained by facts; for if this posi¬ 
tion be true, there can be only one " what ” or " act ” in 
baptizo, in all tbe_ uses of the word. If more than one 
act is performed by it, then it is not specific in this 
respect either, but is a common word altogether. 

We will show that there are more acts performed in 
its uses than “ ways ” of doing them, or " forms of the 
act ” done. 

That we may clearly understand the argument as we 
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proceed, we must keep before us the “ definite act ” 
which, they affirm, is invariably performed by it. Mr. 
Ford (p. 97) says, “ The act of baptizo is to put within, 
to put something within something, generally in a fluid 
element. The act, thus, is definite enough, etc.” 

He does not say “The acts" but “the act" of baptizo. 
And his explanation of “ the act" confines it to one 
act — " to put within ”; and with him all immersionists 
agree. 

Rev. E. A. Stone says, “ It is a question of “ What, 

not How .Any how you please, so that you get 

the proper result, a complete immersion.” Now we 
understand them. The " one definite act ” of baptizo 
is " to put within." 

This we deny, and will show that it performs other 
acts besides this one, and sometimes an act the very 
reverse of their “ definite act,” which “ puts the subject 
within the element.” The fact is, there are almost as 
many different acts performed by it as uses of the word. 
No wonder, then, that we find so much confusion in 
their teachings, when they confine this word to "one 
definite act.” It cannot be done, as we shall show, as 
the facts are being examined. 

Dr. Conant (p. 90) says, “ The word is used of the 
most familiar acts and occurrences of common life.” 
This is true, but it proves that it is a very common word 
in the Greek language in both act and action. 

Section 2. The primary meaning of baptizo. 

What is the primary meaning of this important 
word? Immersionists dogmatically assert that its 
“ primary meaning ” is “ to immerse,” and that " this 
is its meaning in the New Testament; and therefore 
" every baptism must be a literal immersion of the 
candidate in the water.” 
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All this we deny, and will prove every statement 
untrue. More than this, we will show that in their 
practice they do not adhere to their literal primary 
meaning, while requiring it of us. 

When arguments and proofs are based upon primary 
meanings, that base must be strictly adhered to; there 
must be no departure from it. 

If we take immerse as the literal primary meaning of 
baptizo, then we must use its literal primary meaning 
also, and not vary from it. 

Any departure in either case ruins the argument, 
yields the demand for the use of primary meanings, 
and proves the position taken a false one. 

What, then is the primary meaning of immerse? 

It is derived from the Latin word immergo, which 
means “ to sink in ” water (if that is the element used) 
without any reference whatever to “ talcing out ” again. 
The Latins used the word cmergo to express " taking 
out of" the water. Einerse, therefore is the very 
opposite of immerse in idea, action, every thing. It 
undoes what immerse does; therefore baptizo cannot 
mean both, unless it has two perfectly opposite mean¬ 
ings, and performs two separate definite acts, one of 
which undoes the action of the other. 

This would be death to the “one definite act” 
theory. If baptizo, then, means “ immerse ” only, it 
can not at the same, or any other, time mean " einerse." 
Anyone can see this. But the practice of immersionists 
contradicts their claim for baptizo, for in administering 
the ordinance they have to call upon " einerse ” to help 
them complete the baptism. Shall we be told that the 
" emersion" is no part of the baptism — that the ordi¬ 
nance is complete without it? What, then, becomes of 
their teaching that baptism represents the death, burial, 
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and resurrection of Christ ? Then the resurrection of 
Christ is not symbolized by Christian baptism. Let 
this point be remembered when we examine Rom. 6.4, 
and Col. 2.12. 

When they baptize, they perform both immersion and 
emersion; the latter as important and necessary as the 
first; and in so doing reject primary meanings alto¬ 
gether. If they find it necessary in their practice to 
depart from the primary meaning, what right have they 
to complain if we claim the same privilege ? 

Why should we be held to the primary meaning more 
than they? They should rigidly adhere to it whether 
we do or not. Otherwise they should be silent. This 
appeal to “primary meaning” is only to bring the 
weight of argument against us, but not for practical 
use by them. 

We cheerfully admit that classic baptizo sometimes 
means “ immerse ” in the sense of “ sink in " or 
"under but when it means “immerse,” that is all 
its meaning — there is no emersion in its use — none 
whatever. It invariably leaves the baptized object 
under the water — never takes it out — never. To 
take it out is to unbaptize (emerse) it. This we will 
prove by immcrsionists and the Classics. 

Dr. Conant (Baptizein, p. 88-89) says, “The idea 
of emersion is not included in the meaning of the Greek 
word. Immerse expresses its full import. It means, 
simply, to put into or under water (or other substance), 
without determining whether the object immersed sinks 
to the bottom, or floats in the liquid, or is immediately 
taken out. This is determined, not by the word itself, 
but by the nature of the case, and by the design of the 
act in each particular case.” 

What! Is baptizo such a common or generic word, 
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that its use in one place can not determine its “ design ’’ 
for all others, but each particular case must be exam¬ 
ined for that purpose? 

A specific word would give us no such trouble. But 
Dr. Conant’s statement is strong and plain, and rules 
emersion out entirely, and immersionists have no right 
to use it as a part of the word, while they insist on the 
" primary meaning ” which is the very opposite of 

Again (p. 106, Ex. 184), he gives an example of his 
statement, thus: “ For to be immersed, (baptised), and 
to sink down, then to emerge, is a symbol of the descent 
into the underworld, and of the ascent from thence.” 
Here the immersion (baplism)is the opposite of the 
emersion, and the distinction between them is drawn 
sharp and clear. 

Dr. Carson (p. 101) says: “That the baptized 
person is not to lie at the bottom, but to rise up out of 
the waters, we learn not from the word, but from the 
accounts of the ordinance.” (p. 103.) “ If the disputed 
word, in some instances, applies to things taken im¬ 
mediately up, and in others to things never taken up, a 
true critic, nay, common sense, will learn that the word 
itself can designate neither taking up nor lying at the 

bottom .Whether the thing is taken up, or is 

allowed to remain, is not expressed by the word, but is 
implied by the circumstances.” 

What a specific word! According to Dr. Carson it 
cannot settle anything—can not tell how to perform 
the baptism, whether to take the candidate out of, or 
leave him under the water — whether to drown him, or 
try to save his life. How specific! 

Mr. A. Campbell (Debate with Rice, p. 132) says: 
“ I will say, with Mr. Carson, that absolutely, baplizo 
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means to immerse, without the idea of emersion; but 
yet, in the currency of all usage, classic, Jewish, and 
Christian, to dip and to immerse, differ from dunai and 
other words in this, that it has connected with it, if not 
vi termini, by intrinsic force, the hope of getting out.” 
Here, it will be seen, that Mr. Campbell continues the 
blunder of using “ dip and immerse ” as though they 
were only one word instead of two. This outrageous 
use of language must be rebuked until it is stopped (for 
if they are one word), why use two? 

But, how Mr. Campbell can find " the hope of getting 
out" in a word which means immerse (sink in) in 
water " without the idea of emersion ” in it, is a puzzle 
that we will hand over to his followers to solve. It is 
simply an attempt to evade being cornered. 

These quotations from such eminent scholars prove 
our statement correct. There is no emersion in baptiso 
when it means immerse. 

The conclusion, then, is inevitable, that immersionists 
depart from classic usage and the primary meaning of 
immerse when they put their candidates within, and 
then immediately take them out of the water; and we 
defy them to produce one instance from the Classics 
where baptiso means to immerse, that it ever takes the 
object out of the water. On the contrary it invariably 
leaves it under the water, which to a living creature is 
certain death by drowning. Surely the Lord did not 
choose a word with such a meaning to designate an 
ordinance in His Church, the use of which would be 
death to every one receiving it. Therefore immerse in 
its primary sense is not the meaning of baptiso in the 
New Testament ; and this also proves that it is a word 
of more than one meaning and use. And they, by using 
both immerse and emerse (two separate and opposite 
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acts) in baptizing, virtually contradict their own affirm¬ 
ation, that it is a word of “ one definite action,” and 
also discard the primary meaning of immerse and 
classic baptiso, when it means immerse; for a pulling 
within and an immediate withdrawal from the water 
is neither a literal primary immersion, nor a classic 
baptism, but a literal dipping. 

Consequently they neither immerse nor baptise their 
candidates, but dip or bapl them, using baplo instead 
of baptiso; for bapto means to dip, while baptiso never 
does. This we have proved by showing there was no 
emersion in the word. 

And it is preposterous for them to complain that 
we do not properly use baptiso, when they do not use it 
at all. Their practice is a dipping not an immersing — 
t. bapting and not a classic baptising; and were a 
classic Greek standing by when they were withdrawing 
their candidates from the water, he would insist that 
they were undoing their work — unbaptising them; 
and would declare that they were bapting them. 

I was sharply reproved by a Baptist scholar for us¬ 
ing bapto and baptiso as synonymous in my argument 
with him; and the reasons he gave for so doing were: 
"Bapto is never used in the New Testament by which 
to speak of baptism — nowhere used when speaking of 
the ordinance — and had a more extended meaning — 
that Christ and the apostles were careful never to use 
the word with the more extended meaning, but al¬ 
ways chose the latter word with a meaning restricted 
to the idea of the complete covering up or hiding of 
the object in the element.” And he added, “ These 
two words not being equal to the same thing are not 
equal to each other.” But bapto means to dip; con¬ 
sequently baptiso never does. Any one can see this; 
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for it is “ restricted to the idea of the envelopment of 
the object within the element,” says this scholar, and 
so they all say. 

Prof. J. L. Dagg (p. 33) says, " Bapto more fre¬ 
quently denotes slight or temporary immersion than 
baptiso. Hence the English word dip, which more 
properly denotes slight or temporary immersion, is 
more frequently its appropriate rendering. In nearly 
one-half of the examples in which baptiso occurs in 
the literal sense, it signifies the immersion which at¬ 
tends drowning, and the sinking of ships.” 

The conclusion, then, is inevitable, that, as immer- 
sionists practice only " temporary immersion,” and this 
is just what bapto and dip express, they bapt (dip), but 
do not baptise, for these “ are not equal to each other.” 
One “ denotes temporary immersion,” the other an 
“immersion which attends drowning and the sinking 

And he (Prof. Dagg) invariably translates bapto to 
dip, but never so translates baptiso. 

Any one can sec that this is right; for, if there is 
no emersion in baptiso, it never means to dip. 

Rev. A. C. Kendrick, D. D., professor of Greek in 
Baptist Theological University, Rochester, N. Y. (in 
the Baptist Quarterly for April, 1869), says, “As 
between the two (baptiso and bapto), baptiso is the 
appropriate word. It is not a dipping that our Lord 
instituted, but an immersion. He did not command 
to put people into the water and take them out again; 
but to put them under the water, to submerge them, to 
bury them, symbolically, in the grave of their buried 
Redeemer; like him indeed, not to remain there, but 
with him to arise to newness of life.” . . . “We re¬ 
peat with emphasis, for the consideration of our Bap- 
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tist brethren: Christian baptism is no mere literal and 
senseless ‘ dipping,’ assuring the frightened candidate 
of a safe exit from the water; it is a symbolical immer¬ 
sion, in which the believer goes, in a sublime and 
solemn trust, into a figurative burial, dying to sin for a 
life with Christ; and just as far as Dr. Dale’s distinc¬ 
tion holds good (which even thus far he has not estab¬ 
lished), baptizo, and not bapto is the only suitable 
designation of the baptismal ordinance.” 

These statements of Professors Dagg and Kendrick 
fully sustain us, and rule out bapto, because it does not 
express continued submergence. 

They also rule out the practice of immersionists, 
because they “pul people into the water and take them 
out again,” which, Prof. Kendrick asserts, the Lord 
'• did not command,” because performed by bapto, not 
by baptizo, which demands “ submergence and burial.” 
Thus the professor sustains the affirmation of "no 
emersion in baptizo.” 

And it is their practice that is wrong, “ not com¬ 
manded,” and should be corrected. Till then, they 
should be more modest about censuring the practice 
of their neighbors. 

Prof. Kendrick, however, seeing that it would not do 
to press the idea of submergence in classic baptizo too 
far, tries to save the Baptist cause and candidates from 
death by drowning, thus: "Baptizo lays its subject 
under the water; it does not hold him there a single 
moment. Its whole function is fulfilled with the act 
of submersion. It offers no shadow of an obstacle to 
his instant emergence from his watery entombment. 
We have the utmost confidence in the kindly purposes 
of baptizo, and of Him who has made its liquid grave 
the external portal to His kingdom. Neither it nor 
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He intends to drown us. We let baptizo take us into 
the water, and can trust to men’s instinctive love of 
life, their common sense, their power of volition and 
normal muscular action, to bring them safely out.” 
.... “ The law of God in revelation sends the Baptist 
down into the waters of immersion; when it is accom¬ 
plished, the equally imperative law of God in nature 

brings him safely out.”_ “ This arising, though 

essential to the completeness of the transaction, could 
not be included in the designation of the rite, any more 
than the rising of the Redeemer could be included in 
the words denoting His crucifixion and burial.” 

Who can not see that all this is special pleading— 
an effort to extricate his cause from the grave into 
which, he claims, baptizo has buried it? But it is 
hopeless. 

“ This arising,” or withdrawal from the water, if 
“ essential to complete the transaction,” is and must 
be included in the rite. His statement is self-con¬ 
tradictory, and shows the extremity to which he is 
driven in maintaining a falsity. 

His explanation makes baptizo a very incomplete 
word — so incomplete and weak that it can only half 
do the work that is necessary to complete the ordinance 
of baptism. 

He affirms, “Its whole function is fulfilled with 
the act of submersion.” It is all-powerful to do that, 
and is then completely exhausted; and some other 
word or power must come to the rescue, and disinter 
the candidate, and save him from a watery grave. 

According to Prof. Kendrick, the Lord, in giving 
instructions to the administrator of baptism, used a 
word which required him to bury "the candidate in 
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the water, and then left administrator and candidate 
to shift for themselves. 

The " command of revelation ” is inexorable — the 
candidate must be buried in the water, with no pro¬ 
vision for his escape or relief from his watery entomb¬ 
ment, and left there. The law of nature takes pity 
on him, “brings him safely out,” and saves his life. 
Revelation would drown him, but nature rescues him 
from its merciless grasp. Shocking! Is not such a 
teaching a reflection on the goodness and wisdom of 
the Lord? Why did he select such a deficient word, 
one that could perform only half of the work, one that 
compelled him to employ other means to complete the 
work and prevent baptizo from taking the life of the 
candidate? 

Why did he not select baplo, a word which, all Bap¬ 
tist scholars admit, performs all that is to be done 
(according to their teaching) in the ordinance? 

It does all that baptizo does, “puts the subject into 
the water,” and then does more, " takes him out again.” 
But the Lord and the apostles never used baplo, when 
speaking of the ordinance; yet it expresses exactly 
what our Baptist neighbors do. Now, if bapto must 
be ruled out, so must their practice; for one is the 
exact counter-part of the other. Baptizo, when it 
means simply immerse, must also be ruled out, because 
it leaves the subject to perish under the water, and 
makes no provision whatever to save his life. It must, 
and does, have a different meaning in the teaching of 
the Lord and the apostles, as we will prove before we 
are done; and, if “ he did not command to put people 
into the water and take them out again,” he certainly 
did not command to put them wider and leave them 
there, to get out as best they could. 
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One thing is certain, the practice of our neighbors 
repudiates their definition of baptizo. 

Prof. Kendrick says, “This arising (withdrawal 
from the water) could not be included in the designa¬ 
tion of the rite, any more than the rising of the Re¬ 
deemer could be included in the words denoting His 
crucifixion and burial.” 

According to this explanation, baplizo leaves the 
subject buried in the water; but he attempts to avoid 
the result of this burial, thus; “Baplizo offers no 
shadow of an obstacle to his instant emergence from 
his watery entombment.” 

We reply, This is untrue; for it not only gives him 
“ no shadow ” of help, but “ offers ” all the " obstacle " 
of the element in which it entombs him. Nor does 
bury offer any more of a “ shadow of obstacle ” to the 
“ emergence ” of a corpse from the grave after it is 
covered. True, the earth offers greater resistance than 
water, but bury is no more to blame for the one than 
baptizo is for the other. 

He adds, “ We have the utmost confidence in the 
kindly purpose of baptizo, and of Him who has made 
its liquid grave the external portal to His kingdom.” 

If this teaching be true, then no one can enter his 
kingdom unless he passes through this “ external 
portal ” — “ the liquid grave.” In other words, only 
those who have been immersed in water have entered 
the Lord’s kingdom, and all others are outside — 
hypocrites and unbelievers. According to this teach¬ 
ing, immersion is absolutely essential to salvation, 
which Baptists do not believe. 

The professor continues, “ It does not intend to 
drown us. We let baptizo take us into the water, and 
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can trust to men’s instinctive love of life, etc., to bring 
them safely out.” 

On the same ground we have the utmost confidence 
in the kindly purpose of bury or submerge. Neither 
intends to smother us; but in either case we will be 
smothered or drowned for all the help either bury or 
submerging baptiso can give us. “The kindly pur¬ 
pose ” of " the act of submersion ” is to bury its victim 
in the water, and leave him there to perish, or get out 
the best way he can. 

Its only purpose is to put him under the water; and 
it holds him there, so that he cannot emerge until some 
greater power overcomes submerge, and rescues him 
from its merciless grasp. 

And all this talk about having “the utmost con¬ 
fidence in the kindly purpose ” of a word, whose 
“ whole function is fulfilled in the act of submersion,” 
is supreme nonsense. 

One thing is certain, the Lord would not, and did 
not, choose a word to designate an ordinance in His 
Church, whose only meaning and use was confined to 
“the act of submerging” the candidate under the 
water; for this “act” would surely drown every one 
receiving it. Front this fatal result even our Baptist 
brethren recoil; so they call to their aid the word 
“ emerse ” and “ the law of nature ” to rescue their 
candidates from the deadly consequences of obedience 
to this “ act of submersion.” 

In so doing they reject their own teaching, and also 
reflect upon the Lord’s wisdom in selecting a word so 
inadequate for the work required of it. What a mis¬ 
take he made! Think of it! 

A completed baptism, according to their practice, 
requires a submersion in, and an emersion out of, the 
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water; but the word the Lord chose, according to their 
teaching, is confined to the first (one) act, and then its 
whole function is fulfilled, and it has nothing whatever 
to do with the second act of their practice. 

How strange! Who has blundered — the Lord or 
our neighbors? 

Again, the venerable Abraham Booth, of London, 
vigorously objects to the use of the word plunge as a 
definition of baptiso, because (p. 316) “ the term 
plunge does not signify, merely, to immerse; but sud¬ 
denly and violently to immerse.” . . . “On the verb 
active, to plunge, Dr. Johnson says: ' This word, to 
what action soever it be applied, commonly expresses 
either violence or suddenness in the agent, or distress 
in the patient.’ ”... “For this very reason the use 
of the term plunge gives a ridiculous air to our senti¬ 
ments and practice.” 

And so it goes; one definition after another is dis¬ 
carded, until the situation is embarrassing. 

One school of Baptists rules out dip, another rejects 
plunge, and then all of them find immerse inadequate 
for their purpose, and are compelled to call on emerse 
to help them out of the water. 

Once more, Dr. J. Ditzler, of Kentucky, who has 
examined this word with great care and ability, gives 
his views with such clearness, that it gives us pleasure 
to quote them. He says (p. 199-200), “ Emersion, ris¬ 
ing out of the water, is never implied in baptiso. Im¬ 
mersion does not involve or imply emersion. To the 
extent that baptiso, in later Greek, where at times it 
occurs for a total immersion, at times for a partial 
sinking, immersed objects, so far as the force of the - 
word goes, it leaves them immersed. Wherever it 
sinks, completely immerses, a living being, it perishes. 
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In every instance in Dr. Conant's long list of Greek 
citations, in not an instance does the word fail to leave 
the object immersed, or submersed, in or under the 
clement into or under which the object was mersed. 
How could wash, cleanse, or purify, philologically come 
from such a use? On the contrary, every entire im¬ 
mersion in water in all cases given resulted in death. 
Hence,' baptizo in the classics often means to drown. 
If the object immersed by baptizo were dead — inani¬ 
mate — decay, ruin, or destruction ensued. No wash¬ 
ing resulted or purification. Not only does this rule 
the classics out of the question, therefore, but it amazes 
us that men of learning should have failed to examine 
into the world of facts which languages present here; 
and even Dr. Dale, so voluminous on this subject, while 
professing to find new light, bases his structure as to 
philology upon the groundless position that wash is 
derived from immerse. He and those he follows have 
immerse to get wash, wash to get purify, purify to get 
sprinkle, sprinkle to get baptism; yet if the universe 
depended on it he could not find a word that primarily 
and properly meant to immerse that ever came to mean 
to wash, to purify, to cleanse. On the contrary, as 
shown in all languages, a cloud of witnesses arise to 
show that words primarily meaning to sprinkle, to pour, 
to moisten, to bedew, etc., come to mean to wash, wet, 
soak, whelm, overwhelm, dip, immerse. The truth is 
completely vindicated — its principles absolutely per¬ 
fect. To pour or sprinkle the liquid is to wet, moisten. 
If a coloring element, it stains, colors. Pouring water 
on objects tends to wash, cleanse. In many places 
sprinkling water cleanses, washes. Being purified, 
things are appropriated to new and better purposes. 
We may wash, dipping the object in water and rub- 
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bing it; but a mere dip, unlike the friction of pouring, 
does not wash. The dust-covered herbs, houses, trees, 
fences, are all washed by the sprinkling and pouring 
rain. Pouring may soak, saturate, drench, overwhelm, 
submerse. The philology is perfect.” Again (p. 240), 
" While these facts infallibly prove that neither dip 
nor immerse nor plunge was the primitive meaning 
of baplizo, they all point out sprinkling as that mean¬ 
ing.” 

Again (p. 241), “From sprinkle to immerse we 
saw the way was natural, historic, constant. Words 
meaning to bedew, moisten, take on stronger meanings 
and come to mean soak, intoxicate, saturate, dye, dip, 
immerse. Others primarily meaning sprinkle come to 
mean to pour, applied to water, to rain, which falling 
washes the millions of trees, shrubs, all vegetable 
growths, fences, houses, of accumulated dust, soot, 
excrescences that can be thus removed; hence to wash. 
Pouring rains ‘ overflow,’ cause to ‘ overflow,’ ‘inun¬ 
date,’ ‘overwhelm.’ Overwhelming objects may and 
often does cause them to sink — be immersed; hence 
the next meaning is immerse, submerse. This we 
found illustrated often. Overwhelming some objects 
causes them ‘to dip,’ as a vessel often does; hence 
naturally comes that meaning.” 

It will be seen by these quotations that Dr. Ditzler 
not only corroborates the statements of Drs. Conant, 
Carson, Campbell, and others, that there is no emersion 
in baplizo, when it means immerse, but he also takes 
the bold ground that bapto and baplizo primarily 
meant to sprinkle and pour; and that dip, plunge, 
immerse, are derivative meanings from these, as in 
course of time these words took on stronger meanings. 

And he sustains his position by producing the facts 
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in the case, showing how baptiso came to take on the 
meaning " to wash.” 

All agree that wash is a proper meaning of baptist), 
and it is so defined by the lexicons, some of them 
giving this as the first definition. 

Alexander Campbell (Campbell and Rice, Debate, 
page 208), says, “It properly, however, signifies to 
wash. Now, this wash, Mr. Rice says, is a generic 
word, as we all admit.” We are making headway. 

But how is washing generally performed — by sub¬ 
mersion or affusion? When God washes the face of 
nature he invariably does it by sprinkling water from 
the clouds upon it. How clean and bright all nature 
is after a refreshing shower! But how soiled and 
muddy everything is after an inundation or submersion 
by water or flood! 

This corroborates Dr. Ditzler’s statement that the 
idea of wash in baptiso is not derived from immerse 
but from affusc. And we shall prove from the classics 
that the primary meaning of both bapto and baptiso is 
affuse and not immerse. Please remember this. 

The difference between dip and immerse is thus 
stated by Dr. Ditzler (p. 236), “ Dip always implies 
withdrawal to the extent of penetration. Immerse is 
sink, sink in, with no withdrawal implied.” 

This real difference could not be more clearly or 
accurately described; consequently they can not be 
synonymous. 

Again he says (p. 163), "Not one of the great 
body of old classic lexicons gives dip as a meaning of 
baptiso — not one, including Stephanus, Scapula, 
Hedericus, Pasor, Schrevellius, Robertson, nor Ewing, 
Wahl, Schaetgennius, Arst, Morell, and many others.” 

Dr. Conant says (p. 159), “ The word was a favor- 
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ite one in the Greek language. Whenever the idea of 
total submergence was to be expressed, whether liter¬ 
ally or metaphorically, this was the word which first 
presented itself.” 

This statement of Dr. Conant is untrue, and is ex¬ 
posed by Dr. Ditzler, thus (p. 1.00), "How utterly 
incorrect this statement is will be realized when it is 
stated that baptizo never occurs at all in all the works 
of Homer describing sea voyages, storms, battles, loss 
of ships, etc.; not once in Hesiod, not once in Aeschy¬ 
lus, Sophocles, Herodotus, Xenophon, Thucydides; 
only once in Aristotle, twice in Plato, not once in 
Theocritus, Bion, Moschus, Tyrtaeus; and only thirty- 
three times in all the voluminous Greek writers from 
Homer till the birth of Christ, Conant himself being 
the judge.” 

This is a plain statement of the facts in the case as 
any one can see by examining Dr. Conant’s " Bap- 
tizein.” How strange, that one, who has so thoroughly 
looked up and published nearly all the instances of the 
use of the word in classic Greek, should make such a 
reckless statement! How false theories warp the 
minds of men! 

Are not these facts and statements fatal to the 
theory that baptizo is a specific word, expressing only 
one definite action and meaning, which must be a total 
submersion within the element? In classic Greek 
baptizo never means to dip. Immerse is surrendered, 
dip is rejected, and plunge is spurned! What have 
we left? Why this, "Baptizo bears the sense of cov¬ 
ering by superfusion’’; “a person may be immersed 
(baptized) by pouring” — these statements (admis¬ 
sions) made by Drs. Morell and Cox. 

Affusion, then, is the action expressed by baptizo, 
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and not submersion (sinking) in the element. This is 
llie action expressed by baptizo in the Spirit baptisms 
of the New Testament, as will be seen later in our 
argument. 

Section 3. Examination of classic writings using 
bapto and baptizo. 

But as our Baptist neighbors insist that we take the 
primary meaning of baptizo as its meaning in the New 
Testament, it becomes necessary to examine the earliest 
classic writings, in which it and bapto, from which it 
is derived, are found, so as to determine what that 
primary meaning is. 

Part I. Use of Bapto Examined. 

First, we will examine bapto in the earliest writings 
using it; and then baptizo when it is first used as a 
derivative of bapto; and in this way we will learn 
definitely how these important words were first used. 

We find bapto first used in the writings of Homer, 
who wrote about one thousand years before Christ. 
He uses it twice, thus: 

Example 1. Aesopi, Phry. Fab. Batr., 218, “He 
fell, and breathed no more, and the lake was stained 
(colored) with blood.” 

The action of bapto in this instance is plainly that of 
affusion. In describing the “ Battle of the Frogs and 
Mice,” Homer speaks of the result of a wounded one 
falling into the lake — the lake was stained (ebaptclo) 
with its blood — the blood, fioiving from the wounds 
into the water, bapted (ebapteto) or stained the lake. 
Here the action of bapto is plainly affusion, for the 
waters of the lake were dyed (stained) by the blood 
pouring into them. This first use of bapto also shows 
that it only requires the smallest possible quantity of 
the element to perform a bapting. 
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Example 2. Odyssey (Owen, 6th Ed., 1848), 9.391- 
393: “ As when a smith plunges a huge hatchet or axe 
into cold water with a great noise, tempering it.” 

In this example we give bapto the strongest defini¬ 
tion so as to give it all the force possible. There are 
two ways of tempering edge tools: First, by quickly 
plunging the edge into cold water for a few moments; 
Second, by putting cold water on the anvil, then the 
heated axe on this, and striking it vigorously with a 
hammer, making a very loud noise. 

This is not the speedy but preferable way of temper¬ 
ing axes, as thereby a better temper and keener edge 
is the result, and is probably the process alluded to. 
If the first process is meant, there is no immersion, but 
a partial dip of the edge, not of the axe itself, in cold 

The next writer known to use bapto is Aeschylus, 
born 525, B. C. And he only uses it twice. 

Example 3. Prometh., V., 861: “For the wife has 
deprived each husband of life, having stained the sword 
by slaughter.” This is a clear case of affusion, for 
the blood, streaming from the wounds made by the 
sword, baptcd or stained the.sword used in the murder 
of her husbands; neither dip nor immerse can be 
found in this example. 

Example 4. Choephorae, p. 85: “This garment 
stained by the blood of Aegisthds, is a witness to me.” 

Dr. Carson explains this statement thus (p. 45): 
“ The garment must have been dyed by the blood run¬ 
ning down over it.” A clear case of affusion. This 
was a forcible sprinkling, but no dipping; for the blood 
streaming from the wounds of the murdered man upon 
“ this garment ” made it a witness of his violent death. 

Bapto, so far as we can learn, is used only four times 
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by Greek writers previous to 500 B. C., twice by Homer 
and twice by Aeschylus; and the action in all but one 
is plainly that of affusion. 

The second one in Homer, describing the tempering 
Gf edge-tools, may possibly be a partial dipping; but, 
as the action of all the others is affusion, it was doubt¬ 
less done by the other method described, and not by 
dipping the edge in water. 

This proves conclusively that the primary action of 
bapto is affusion or sprinkling. 

The next writer we find using bapto is Sophocles, 
born 495, B. C. Speaking of Ajax, he says: 

Example 5. Ajax v. 95, “ Thou hast stained thy 
sword well with the army of the Greeks.” 

This example is like the last one from Aeschylus, and 
the action is the same; for it is the streaming of the 
blood that stains the sword, and not a dipping, as 
Dr. Carson affirms; for the preposition pros never 
means " into ” but “by ” or “ towards.” No dip here. 

The next one is Herodotus, born 484, B. C. 

Example 6. Euterpe, V. 47,' “ He cleansed himself, 
going to the river.” 

This was a ceremonial washing or cleansing. Dr. 
Carson says (p. 30), “Here is a religious baptism, 
for the purpose of cleansing from defilement. He ap¬ 
plies it to a ceremonial or religious purification of the 
person or garments, by immersion in a river after 
defilement.” (p. 34), “ As the purpose of the dipping 
is cleansing, or religious washing, the same fact might 
be substantially reported by saying, that he washed, or 
cleansed, or puriffed, or bathed, himself in the river.” 

Dr. Carson’s explanation is fatal to his dipping- 
immersion theory; Tor the Egyptians, as well as the 
Israelites, performed religious washing or purifying 
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by affusion or sprinkling, as is shown by Num. 8, 7: 
" And thus shalt thou do unto them, to cleanse them. 
Sprinkle water of purifying upon them, and let them 
shave all their flesh, and let them wash their clothes, 
and so make themselves clean.” 

Herodotus, in explaining what an abomination 
swine were to an Egyptian, states, that, should his 
garments touch one in passing it, he immediately goes 
upon the bank of the river, and cleanses himself — not 
a word said about going into the water. The preposi¬ 
tion used is epi, which means " upon,” — " going upon 
(to) the river.” 

The next one is Euripides, born 480, B. C. 

He uses bapto, clearly expressing the action of dip¬ 
ping, which shows that by this time it had taken the 
more extended meaning, thus: 

Example 7. Hecuba, 608: “ Take a vessel, and hav¬ 
ing dipped it, bring hither of the salt sea.” 

This is only a momentary and partial dip, as the _ 
vessel, in dipping water, need not be submerged. 

The next one is Hippocrates,’ born 460, B. C. 

Example 8. “ When it drops upon the garments they 
are dyed.” (Epcidan epistaxe imalia baptelai.) 

This is so clear a case of affusion, that Dr, Carson 
frankly admits it, thus (p. 44), “ It denotes dyeing by 
dropping the dyeing liquid on the thing dyed; ‘When 
it drops upon the garments, they are dyed.’ This 
surely is not dyeing by dipping.” 

This bapling, Dr. Carson being witness, was per¬ 
formed by sprinkling; for he adds (p. 46), “Bapto 
signifies to dye by sprinkling, as properly as by dip¬ 
ping, though originally it was confined to the latter.” 

Mark his admission, “Sprinkling is as properly the 
action of bapto as dipping”; though he tries to break 
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its force by saying, “ Though originally it was confined 
to the latter.” 

Why ditl he not at least attempt to prove that this 
statement-was true? He could not, for the reverse is 
true, as the examples of the first use of the word, we 
have cited, show. Every scholar knows that all words, 
instead of weaker, take on stronger meanings with 
extended use; and, that a word, that “ signifies to dye 
by sprinkling as properly as by dipping," must have 
signified “ to dye by sprinkling ” first. We have shown 
that the primary action found in bapto is affusion. 

And we frankly admit that Hippocrates frequently 
used it in the sense of dip, it having ere his time taken 
on this stronger meaning. Still this primary action 
did not become obsolete among the Greeks as a further 
research will show. 

The next writer is Aristophanes, born about 456, 
B. C. . 

Example p. Equites, 523: “ Daubed himself with 
' frog-colored dyes.” 

This is another example so plain that Dr. Carson 
comments thus (p. 46), “Now, surely baptomcnos 
here has no reference to its primary meaning. Nor is 
it used figuratively. The face of the person was 
rubbed with the wash. By anything implied or re¬ 
ferred to in this example, it could not be known that 
bapto ever signifies to dip." 

What a complete yielding of the whole ground by 
one who positively affirms that "bapto and baptiso 
always mean to dip — never have any other meaning ” 1 

While he affirms that its primary meaning is dip, 
yet he admits that “ it could not be known, by any¬ 
thing implied or referred to in this example, that it 
ever had ” that meaning. 
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Of course not, because it is used in its primary sense. 
Again, Aristophanes writes: 

Example 10. Aves, 526: “A colored bird.” 

He is describing a bird whose natural plumage had 
different colors, so he calls it a bapted (colored) bird. 
Nature had given it a variegated plumage. 

Of this example Dr. Carson says (p. 46), “This 
figure has no reference to dipping. . . . The bird 
is said to be dyed, though its colors were natural. By 
the same figure we should say a painted bird, though 
its colors were not conferred by the pencil.” Further 
comment on this is unnecessary. 

The next writer is Alcibiades, bom 450, B. C. 

Example 11. Epigram on Eupolis: “You bapted 
(slandered) me in the plays (theaters),but I, baptising 
with waves of the sea, will destroy you with streams 
more bitter.” 

This is a clear case of affusion; for these plays, in 
which abusive epithets were uttered, were called 
"Baptae” in which they slandered one another with 
vile words as one bespatters another with mud. And 
the action, by which this was done, is plainly shown by 
his threatening to destroy them “with streams more bit¬ 
ter.” He would pour upon them such a stream of 
bitter words, that it would be like “waves of the sea.” 

The next is Aristotle, born 384, B. C. While this 
writer uses bapto in the sense of to dip and to dye, he 
also uses it in its primary sense, thus: 

Example 12. Hist. Arim. v. 15: “Being pressed 
it moistens (baptei), and strains (anthizei) the hand.” 

This is so plain an example, that comment is scarcely 
necessary. He is explaining the effect of pressing a 
berry in the hand. The juice of the berry is pressed 
out, and moistens (baptei), and consequently stains 
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the hand. But the moistening (wetting) is expressed 
by bapto, ancl the staining (dyeing) by anthizo. 

Even Dr. Carson is constrained to say (p. 47), 
‘•Surely there is no reference to dipping here; the 
hand is dyed by pressing the thing that dyes.” 

Bapto in this example means neither dip nor dye, but 
moisten, as anthizo here means to dye. Dr. Dale 
(Classic Bap., p. 145), says, “We the more readily 
adopt this meaning (moisten), as Plutarch expressly 
says that the word is used in this sense.” 

Example 13. Septuagint, Dan. 4, 30, and 5, 21 (King 
James’ Version, 4, 33, and 5, 21) ; “ And from (apo, 
with) the dew of heaven his body was wet (ebaphe)." 

What can be plainer or stronger in favor of affusion ? 
Dr. Carson says (p. 47), “Literally the dew fell on 
him.” True, it was a copious shedding. 

Mr. Ford says (p. 77), “ The word occurs eighteen 
times in the Septuagint, and in almost every instance 
it is used in its literal sense.” 

This he claims is dip, but we have shown that the 
primary literal meaning expresses affusion, and the dip 
is a secondary meaning. Now it makes no difference 
how copiously the dew fell, nor how completely wet 
the king’s body became; the question is, how was this 
wetting (bapting) performed? Only this answer can 
be given: The dew fell on him — affused him. 

Once more: 

Example 14. Revelation, 19.13: “And he was 
clothed with a garment stained (bebammenon) with 
blood.” 

It is admitted by Carson (p. 33) and Ford (p. 77), 
that bapto here may mean dyed; yet they insist it was 
a dipping, not an affusing; but all know that a war¬ 
rior, engaged in deadly conflict with his foes, gets his 
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garments stained with blood by its flowing or spatter¬ 
ing on them, and not by being dipped either in the 
blood of his foes or his own. 

The early Fathers, Irenaeus (born 115 A. D.) vol. 
1, p. 449, Hippolytus (born 150 A. D.), vol. 2, p. 66, 
and Origen (bom 185 A. D.) translate it, " Sprinkled 
with blood.” So does Tischendorf’s manuscript, date 
325 A. D. All the commentators agree that this pas¬ 
sage refers to Isaiah 63.1-3. Verse 3 reads, “ I have 
trodden the winepress alone; and of the people there 
was none with me: for I will tread them in mine anger, 
and trample them in my fury; and their blood shall be 
sprinkled upon my garments, and I will stain all my 
raiment.” 

This was an answer to the question in verse 1, thus: 

“ Who is this that cometh from Edom, with dyed gar¬ 
ments from Bozrah ” ? 

Meyer (Com. on Rev., p. 458) says, “After the 
manner of the victor, Isaiah 63.1 sqq., whose prophetic 
description finds its true fulfillment in the Lord.” 

This proves our translation, “And he was clothed 
with a garment stained with blood,” to be correct. 
The apostle here uses bapto in its primary sense, for it 
is exactly like the first uses of the word in Homer and 
Aeschylus, when the “ lake was stained with blood ” of 
the frog spurting from its wounds into the water; and 
the “garment was stained with the blood of Aegis- 
thus ” in the same way. So here in Revelation. 

The Lord’s garment was stained with the blood of 
his enemies spurting upon it as he trampled them in 
his fury”; for “ The Mighty to save ” declares, “ Their 
blood shall be sprinkled upon my garments, and I will 
stain all my raiment.” 

More than this, several ancient versions render this 
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passage, "Sprinkled with blood.” The present Re¬ 
vised Version reads, “ And he is arrayed in a garment 
sprinkled with blood.” 

Even Mr. Ford (p. 78),- while admitting that bapto 
in this text may mean " dyed," adds that this " latter 
(meaning) has by usage come to attain rather the 
mastery of the field ” over " dip.” 

Surely there is no dipping here, for the Lord did 
not stop to dip his garment in the blood of his 
enemies; but, as is described in Isaiah 63.1-3, he 
marched straight on in triumph, treading down and 
“trampling them under his feet in his fury”; and, 
as the result of this deadly conflict, his garment was 
all sprinkled or stained with their blood. What a 
vivid description of the Savior’s bloody conflict and 
victory 1 

We are now prepared to sum up the result of our 
research among Greek writers. 

In seeking for the primary meaning and action of 
bapto, we commenced with the earliest known writers 
using it, and found the action there expressed was 
affusion, or a streaming forth. As we came down 
the stream of time, we found this same action running 
through Greek literature from the writings of Homer 
to that of Revelation. We have not cited all the pas¬ 
sages where the word occurs—only those showing the 
primary sense (usage) was not lost sight of amid the 
more extended and stronger meanings the word took 
on as time rolled on. 

We found the primary meaning of bapto was 
“stain" “color" "dye" and the action performing 
this was " streaming forth,” " sprinkling,” " affusing.” 

Afterwards the staining, coloring, dyeing, was per¬ 
formed by dipping; then the word came to mean 
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" to dip" and this has been the prevailing one ever 

Part 2. Use of baptizo examined. 

We come now to the word baptizo, and the question 
immediately arises, Was it derived from bapto with 
its primary or secondary meaning and action? 

Our Baptist neighbors, with one accord, affirm that, 
as a derivative of bapto, it must take the primary 
meaning and action of that word; but they insist that 
this primary meaning is dip, because the root " bap " 
means to dip. Mr. A. Campbell argues this at great 
length in his book (Baptism, p. 1x9-122). He says 
(p. 199), “According to the usage of all languages, 
ancient and modern, derivative words legally inherit 
the specific, though not necessarily the figurative, 
meaning of their natural progenitors.” Again, “ The 
proper and natural or original meaning of the term 
is uniformly transmitted.” Again (p. 120), "Dip 

is the primary and proper meaning of bapto . 

therefore baptizo, being derived from bapto, inherits 
the proper meaning of the bap, which is dip." 

Again, Carson (p. 55), says, “ It has been formed 
on the idea of the primary meaning of the root, and 
has never admitted the secondary.” 

We cite these authorities to show that our position, 
that baptizo was derived from primary, not secondary, 
bapto, is correct; and we have shown that their idea 
of primary bapto is incorrect; for its primary action 
is not to dip, but to pour forth, affuse. Being de¬ 
rived, then, from primary bapto, it would have the 
same action, when first used, as the primary word; 
our Baptist neighbors being witnesses. 

We will examine the earliest Greek writings using 
it, and prove this to be the fact. 



CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


The first Greek writer using baptizo, of which we 
have any knowledge, is Pindar, the poet, bom 522 
B. C. 

Example 1. Pythic Odes II. 79, 80 (144-147)• 
" For, when the rest of the tackle is having deep sea 
toiling, I am unbaptised (abaptistos), as the cork above 
the net, by the brine.” 

In the figure before us the poet is describing how he 
was affected by the efforts of his enemies to ruin his 
good name, when they assailed him with vile and 
slanderous words. 

They have no more effect on him than the briny 
waves, dashing against the cork that floats on the 
surface of the water, has on it. He, like it, remains 
uninjured, "unbaptised.” 

In this instance the action of baptizo is precisely 
the same as in primary bapto —the element is applied 
to the object, not the object to the element. As fur¬ 
ther proof take these comments of Dr. Conant (p. 30), 
“ Comparing himself to a cork of the fisher’s net, 
floating at the top, while the other parts of the fishing- 
tackle are doing service in the depth below.” 

The cork is Hooting on the surface of the water, 
while the waters dash about it; so he is no more an¬ 
noyed by the slanderous charges hurled at him than 
is the cork by the dashing against it of the briny 
waves. This shows that baptizo launches out upon 
the sea of literature, having the same primary action 
as its parent, bapto, which applied the element to the 
object. 

The next one is Aristophanes, born 456 B. C. 

Example 2. “ For he is praised, he says, because he 
baptised the stewards, not being stewards, but sharks.” 
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We are indebted to Plutarch for this quotation from 
Aristophanes, which Dr. Conant uses. 

Dr. Conant (p. 12), says, “In speaking of Aris¬ 
tophanes’ faults of style, he (Plutarch) quotes from 
him the following example of funning, or play on 
words," and he adds: “ The word is, perhaps, used 
metaphorically here, as in Ex. 157.” 

Turning to this example (p. 77) we find that Dr. 
Conant thus comments on it: “ Used metaphorically, 
and the sense is: For these know how to match him 
in foul language.” 

We will notice this again when we comment on the 
example, but only quote it now to explain this case. 

In this instance “ the stewards ” were baptized by 
having the element (words of ridicule) applied to 
them; for Dr. Conant says it is an “example of 
funning or play on ivords.” 

The next one is Alcibiades, born 450 B. C. 

Example 3 . Epigramma in Eupolin.: “ You 

slandered (baptes) me in the plays (theaters), but I, 
baptizing with waves of the sea, will destroy you with 
streams more bitter.” 

We have already explained this example when ex¬ 
amining bapto; but it shows baptizo to be a stronger 
word, and more destructive. The idea is, “ You have 
been slandering me with insulting language,” but I will 
furiously pour upon you a “ torrent of words more 
bitter ” and deadly, that “ will destroy you ” as “ waves 
of the sea,” dashing in their fury against a helpless 
vessel, will destroy it upon the rocks and shoals. A 
clear case of applying the element to the object. 

The next one is Plato, born 429 B. C. 

Example 4. Euthydemus, Ch. 7: “And I, know- 
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ing the youth was baptized (confused), and wishing to 
relieve him, etc.” ' 

This is a clear case of affusion , for puzzling ques¬ 
tions were given to the youth Cleinias by the sophists 
so rapidly that he became confused or bewildered. 
Dr. Conant (p. 65) explains thus: “ Confounded with 
the sophistical questions and subtleties of the pro¬ 
fessional disputants.” 

Dr. Dale (Clas. Bap. p. 334) says, “Hopelessly 
embarrassed by a series of subtle questions addressed 
to him;” and adds (p. 335), “There is but one idea 

to be attached; it is that of bewilderment .One 

bewildered by questions is a baptized man.” 

A. Campbell and Dr. Conant translate this and all 
other places where Plato uses baptizo by “overwhelm," 
conceding by this word what we claim—the element 
is applied to the object. 

The next one is Demosthenes, born 385 B. C. 

Example 5. Oration I. 5; Against Aristogeiton: 
“ Not the speakers, for they know how to contend 
(diabaptizesthai) with him, but the private citizens 
and the ignorant.” 

Baptizo is here compounded with dia, which ex¬ 
presses the action back and forth, as the two parties 
talk back again, hurling at each other vile and abusive 
words, being evenly matched. 

Even Dr. Conant (p. 77) says, “ The sense is: For 
these know how to match him in foul language.” 

This is the example (No. 157 in Conant’s Bap.) 
already referred to in Ex. 2; and, like all the others, 
it applies the element to the object. 

The next one is Aristotle, born 384 B. C. 

Example 6. Wonderful Reports, 136: “They say 
that the Phoenicians, who inhabit that which is called 
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Gadira, sailing beyond the Pillars of Hercules by an 
easterly wind four days, come to certain desert places 
full of rushes and sea-weed, which when it is ebb-tide 
are not baptized, but when it is full-tide are over¬ 
flowed." 

The words here used are baptizo and katakluzo; 
and Mr. Campbell (p. 130) translates both "over¬ 
flowed" and adds that “katakluzo is here used as 
an equivalent for baptizo." 

Dr. Conant (p. 4) translates baptizo “ to immerse," 
but in commenting on this same example (p. 88) says, 
“ The immersing element overflows, and thus ingulfs 
the object.” 

Overflows is the action expressed here, and the ele¬ 
ment is active, comes upon the object, and is therefore 
a plain case of affusion ; while, in immersion, the sub¬ 
ject is active and the element is passive. 

Dr. Conant (p. 1) says: “ It is here used in the lit¬ 
eral, physical sense.” Aristotle was a very learned 
and careful Greek writer; and he is the first one who 
uses baptizo in this literal sense (all previous uses be¬ 
ing considered metaphorical); and in its flrst literal 
use it applies the element to the object, as all the pre¬ 
vious uses did. 

In all these examples of the first use of the word there 
is not one instance of " putting the subject within the 
clement," which our Baptist neighbors unanimously 
and positively assert is " the act of baptizo.” If their 
assertion were true, this act would have been per¬ 
formed by the first use of the word, as well as later on. 

It follows conclusively, then, that primary baptizo 
invariably applies the element to the subject; and we, 
in our practice, are using “ primary baptizo,” while our 
Baptist neighbors are not. 
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They have, then, no reason to complain of our prac¬ 
tice, but we have of theirs, if the primitive use is the 
one to follow and practice. 

Thus, from the first instance of the use of the word, 
of which we have any knowledge, in the days of Pin¬ 
dar, 500 years B. G, we find none in which the action is 
different; nor one meaning immerse in the sense of 
sink or drown until we come to the writings of Poly¬ 
bius, who was born 203 B. C, and wrote, about 170 B. 
G He is the first one who plainly uses the word in the 
sense of sink or drown. 

Part 3. Baptizo is not specific as to what is done. 

Our Baptist neighbors have yielded the ground that 
baptizo is a word of mode, and admit that it does not 
tell how to perform it; but they insist that it is specific 
as to what it does, and that what is “ to put within ” 
(Ford, p. 97). 

As we have already stated, there can be only one 
what in a specific word; but we will show that baptizo 
is not a specific word in this respect, performing so 
many different whats. 

An examination of the classics will show this to be 
the fact. 

We will now cite examples where the what is sink 
or drown. 

Example 1. Polybius, History, lib. 1. ch. 51.6: 
“ They made continued assaults, and baptized (sunk) 
many of the ships.” 

In this instance baptizo took these ships (sunk 
them) to the bottom of the sea — left them there — 
its function then exhausted, it never brought them 
to the surface again. The what in this example is a 
complete submersion , in which there is no emersion — 
gone to the bottom of the sea forever. Is this the 
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what we should take ? Is this the way to baptize our 
candidates? What answer? 

Example 2. Josephus, Life of, 2. 3: "For our ves¬ 
sel having been baptised (sunk) in the midst of the 
Adriatic, we, being about six hundred in number, 
swam for our lives all the night.” 

Baptiso took this vessel to the bottom of the Adri¬ 
atic, and left it there. This what is sunk to the depths. 

And these ships remain baptized to this day, and 
the word will never raise them out of the water. 

Example 3. Diodorus Siculis, Historical Library, 
Book xi., ch. 18: “And the ship being baptised (sub¬ 
merged), confusion seized the fleet of the barbarians.” 
No emersion for this ship at all. 

Example 4. Diodorus Siculis, Hist. Lib., Book 16, 
ch. 80: “ The river, rushing down with more violent 
current, baptised many, and destroyed them crossing 
over with their armor.” 

Baptizo drowned these soldiers and took their lives. 
Drown is the what in this example. Is this the what 
we should take for baptism? 

Example 5. Suidas, Lexicon: “Desiring to swim 
through, they were baptized by their full armor.” 

Their armor caused these soldiers to sink, and bap¬ 
tiso completed the work of death. Do we want this 
what — this baptism of death? 

Example 6. Plutarch, Life of Sylla, xxi.: “ And 
dying they filled the marshes with blood, and the lake 
with the dead, so that, until now, many barbaric bows, 
and helmets, and pieces of iron breast-plates, and 
swords, baptised in the pools, are found.” 

This what (baptism) has continued for centuries, 
and baptiso has never raised them from their sunken 
condition, and this use of the word never will. This 
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use of baptiso permanently sinks every inanimate, and 
drowns every living, tiling it puts into the water. 

These examples show that, when baptiso means sub¬ 
merge, sink, there is no emerse whatever in it. There¬ 
fore it is not used in this sense in the New Testament. 

And, if our Baptist neighbors insist that this is the 
New Testament meaning of the word, we shall insist 
on their carrying it out fully in their practice, and not 
merely dip their candidates, or we shall charge them 
with great duplicity. 

We will now examine passages where the word does 
not mean complete submersion or envelopment in the 
element, and we will find another what. 

Example i. Plutarch, Life of Theseus, xxiv.: “ A 
bladder, thou mayest be baptised; but it is not possible 
for thee to sink.” 

This what is not only opposite, but antagonistic, to 
the what in the other examples just cited. 

There it was sink, here baptiso cannot sink the 
object. It can be baptised, but cannot be sunk. 

Here again we find the action of primary baptiso, 
for the bladder floats on the surface of the water, and 
is baptized by the waves and spray dashing over it. 
This what is plainly affusion. 

Example 2. Life of Pythagoras, 2: "As to enter 
into the ship, or not to go in, is with us; indeed the 
storm and tempest coming on suddenly in fair weather 
is of fortune; therefore that the baptised ship beyond 
hope is saved, is of the providence of God.” 

This what is not submergence; for, if the ship was 
really submerged in this furious storm, it never would 
be saved, but would sink to the depths. 

This baptised ship is tempest tossed and driven upon 
the bosom of the sea, and God saves it by preventing 
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its submergence during the tempest. The storm ap¬ 
plies the element to the object, and the what is a dis¬ 
abled ship. 

Example 3. Heliodorus, Aetliiopics, lib. v., ch. 28: 
“ And already being baptized, and wanting but little 
of sinking, some of the pirates at first attempted to 
board the baptised vessel.” 

Submersion in this example is clearly out of the 
question, for the pirates had not left, but were still on 
board, the baptized vessel. 

How does this agree with Prof. Kendrick’s state¬ 
ment that the “ whole function of baptiso is fulfilled 
with the act of submersion? ” 

Dr. Conant comments (p. 18) thus, " He says this 
of a band of pirates, who had seized a vessel, and were 
unable to manage it in the storm that ensued.” 

According to this explanation the vessel was bap¬ 
tised, because so disabled by the storm that the pirates 
could not manage it. 

This what (or act) does not “ put something within 
something,” as Mr. Ford declares baptiso invariably 
does. The baptism of this vessel, then, is not its 
submerged, but disabled condition; and is another 
what for baptiso. 

Again, another what is found in these examples. 

Example 1. Achilles Tatius, Story of Clitophon and 
Leucippe, lib. iv., ch. 10: “ For the blood when quite 
young, and flowing with great vigor, often overflows 
the veins, and, flowing round the head within, baptizes 
the breathing (action) of the intellect.” 

Dr. Conant translates baptisei “whelms,” and (p. 
26) says, “ The heroine, Leucippe, having fallen down, 
apparently in a fit, the cause is thus explained.” 

This, then, is a clear case of affusion; for the blood, 
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rushing into the veins of the head, performs a bap¬ 
tism of " flowing round within.” 

This what is unconsciousness or a fainting condition. 
Shall we take this what as the way to perform bap¬ 
tism— as the act of baptizo? 

Example 2. The same work, lib. vi., ch. 19: " But 
he, baptized by anger, is subdued; and, wishing to 
escape into his own realm, is no longer free, but is 
forced to hate the object loved.” 

This writer is describing the conflict between love 
and hatred in the same bosom, and gives the result; 
hatred triumphs; and love is baptized (subdued); 
and, held in subjection, is turned to hatred. Love 
sinks down exhausted, and gives up the conflict. This 
what would hardly be accepted as the ideal baptism to 
pattern after in our day. 

Example 3. Himerius, Selection xv., 3: “ Great 
at Salamis; for there, fighting, he baptized all Asia.” 

Also, 

Example 4. Libanius, Declamation, xx.: “The 
summit of the exploits at Salamis, where thou didst 
baptize Asia. 

In these examples the how and what are easily de¬ 
termined. How was this baptism performed? By 
fighting and conquering the Persian army and fleet. 
What was done? The fleet was conquered, the forces 
routed, and the power of Persia broken. 

The battle did not occur in Asiatic, but European 
waters; nor in a large body of water, but in a small 
gulf in the Aegean Sea on the east coast of Attica, a 
province of Greece. Nor do we know that any of the 
Persian vessels were sunk in the conflict, but that the 
Persian army was defeated and driven away. 
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Dr. Conant remarks (p. 50), "The power of Asia 
was broken by the destruction of its fleet at sea, and 
hence the propriety of the figure.” 

Strange, that persons can become so infatuated with 
immersion ideas, that they can always find it where 
baptizo occurs, no matter how far-fetched the allusion, 
and when even the writer had no thought of it as he 
wrote! But our Baptist neighbors are adepts in dis¬ 
covering figurative immersions anywhere. 

The praises of Themistocles are being sounded by 
these writers for his great victory over the Persians ; 
and the result would have been the same, had the fight¬ 
ing and victory been entirely on the land. 

Asia was hundreds of miles away from this small 
body of water; and by his great victory he would have 
truly baptized all Asia had water been as far away 
also. It was not water that caused, or effected, this 
baptism, but the defeat of the Persian army. How 
could Themistocles carry the great continent of Asia 
that distance, and “ put it within ” the waters of that 
small gulf? 

Candidly, no unbiased person, reading these records 
of baptism, would conclude that the only proper way 
to baptize would be to immerse the candidate in water 
— not the remotest reference to immersion in the whole 
narration. Where is “the definite act of putting 
something within something ” ? 

The what in these examples would hardly be the one 
to accept for Christian baptism. 

Again, different whats are found in these examples. 

Example 1. Diodorus Siculis, Hist., lib. i., ch. 73: 
“ But the second portion the kings have received in 

revenues.and because of the abundant supply 

from these they do not baptize the people with taxes. 
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Dr. Conant (p. 64) says, “ They do not whelm the 
common people with taxes.” 

But the real question is. What idea did the writer 
intend to convey to the mind of the reader? Plainly 
this: The three kingdoms of Egypt were so wealthy, 
that little, if any, tax was imposed on the citizens. 
The idea is that the taxes were so light that they were 
scarcely felt — neither burdensome nor oppressive. Is 
immersion burdensome, oppressive ? 

Can this what decide what Christian baptism should 
be? What use can we make of it? 

Example 2. Libanius, Life of: “ Indeed he admon¬ 
ishes the class of bread-makers to be more just; but 
did not think it necessary to compel them, fearing the 
desertion of the masses, by which the city would be 
baptized immediately, as a vessel deserted by the 
sailors.” 

This what is easy to see. A city is baptized when 
the people desert it — that is, would be ruined. A 
deserted ship is used as an illustration; for it, then, 
would be driven helplessly by winds and furious waves 
upon the rocks and dashed in pieces, or stranded on 
the beach and destroyed. 

But who would learn from this baptism, that noth¬ 
ing else would answer for Christian baptism but put¬ 
ting the candidate within and under water? 

Does baptizo inform us that it will perform no other 
what? A baptism, caused by desertion, does not very 
closely resemble a submersion in water. 

Example 3. Josephus, Jewish War, b. iv., ch. 3, 3: 
“ Who, independently of the sedition, afterwards bap¬ 
tized the city.” 

This what has not the remotest reference to sub¬ 
mersion in water — no water in it; but to a city dis- 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


tressed by robbery and plunder. Bands of robbers 
infested the city of Jerusalem and caused great trouble 
by stirring up sedition, and then baptized the city, not 
by putting it under water, or turning great streams of 
water upon it; but by stealing the food laid up to sus¬ 
tain the people during the long siege by the Roman 
army, and carrying it off. A city can be baptized by 
robbery, deprived of its supplies. 

Is this the what we must take for baptism? 

What a specific word baptizo is in regard to what 
it invariably requires to be done, or how to do it! 
How much water does baptizo invariably require, and 
how must it be applied? 

We shall see, by the time this examination is finished, 
that the quantity of water it sometimes requires is very 
small, nothing like that demanded for it by our Baptist 
neighbors. 

We have brought forward these passages as samples 
to show the different whats the word performs. 

We come now to a crucial point in our investigation, 
and call special attention to it. 

The theory of exclusive immersion rests on the as¬ 
sertion that baptizo demands in every instance the 
complete envelopment of the subject within the ele¬ 
ment. Mr. Ford (p. 97) says, “ The act of baptizo 
is to put within and he adds, “ Generally in a fluid 
element.” 

Their position is, " Baptizo invariably puts the sub¬ 
ject within the element.” 

We will now produce examples that show their posi¬ 
tion to be positively untrue — examples where the 
word puts the element into, and completely envelopes 
it within, the subject. 
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We will not give all, only a few, as samples of this 
use of the word. 

Example i. Athenaeus, Philosopher’s Banquet, v. 
64: “ You seem to me, O convivialists, to he flooded 
beyond expectation with vehement words, and baptised 
with unmixed wine.” 

These convivialists were baptised (intoxicated) 
with wine, but were not immersed in it. And they 
were baptized by putting the wine in them, not them 
in the wine. 

They enveloped the wine, but were not enveloped by 
it. The subject enveloped the element. They could 
be, but were not, immersed in the wine; but they were 
baptized with wine by immersing (drinking) the wine. 
They were baptised but not immersed, while the wine 
was immersed, but not baptised. 

This proves that immersion is not baptism; and 
also that baptizo does not invariably require the en¬ 
velopment of the subject in the element; and so dis¬ 
proves the Baptist theory of enveloping the subject in 
the element. 

Let this zvhat be specially noted. 

Would our baptist neighbors consent to baptize after 
this pattern? If not, what right have they to select 
one of the whats, reject all the rest, and then demand 
of us the acceptance of their selection? Why must we 
submit to their dictation? How came they to be 
clothed with supreme authority and superior wisdom? 
Have we not as much authority, if not as much wis¬ 
dom, as they? Who made them lord and ruler over 
us? Such insolence should be sternly rebuked. 

Example 2. Conon, Narration, L: “But Thebe, 
learning the intention (of her husband), having given 
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daggers to the brothers, exhorted them to be ready for 
the murder; and, having baptized Alexander with 
much wine, and stupefied him, sends out the guards 
of the bed-chamber, saying she would take a bath, and 
called the brothers to the deed.” 

This is an important example for these reasons: 
this baptism is performed with a fluid element — there 
is much of it; and yet no envelopment in it. On the 
contrary, the subject (Alexander) envelops the “ much 
wine." The wine baptized him, not by enveloping 
him, but by stupefying him with its intoxicating prop- 

Here is a baptism caused by a fluid, but no immer¬ 
sion in the fluid, and performed by applying the ele¬ 
ment to the subject. 

Alexander could have been immersed in “ much 
wine,” but was not; and yet he was "baptised with 
much wine ” — no immersion in, but a baptism with, 
“ much wine,” caused by putting it in him, not him 

We call attention to this fact: these baptisms are 
performed with, not in, the element. In is out of the 
question entirely. 

The baptism of the Holy Spirit is similarly per¬ 
formed— the Spirit put within the believer in Jesus. 
(See Acts 2, 4.) We will notice this again. 

Ex-ample 3. Aristophon, Athenaeus, Philos. Banq. 
ix., ch. 44: “Then baptising (drinking) powerfully, 
he set me free.” 

Dr. Conant comments (p. 72) thus: “ The servant 
girl, describing the effect of a cup of wine given by 
her master, says, ‘ Then whelming potently, he set me 
free.’ ” In his effort to prove immersion from this 
example Dr. Conant talks the sheerest nonsense. Who 
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can understand what "whelming potently” means? 
No sense in such a translation. 

According to him, the cup of wine her master gave 
her produced the effect —that is, “set her free.” If 
so, then only a small quantity of the element performed 
the baptism — a cup of wine. 

Then, why can not a cup of water perform a baptism 
as well ? Did the cup of wine intoxicate, and set her 
free? Did her master free her because intoxicated 
with a cup of wine? It must he so, if Dr. Conant 
explains it correctly. 

Was it not because he too was drinking (baptizing), 
deeply (powerfully), and was influenced by the wine 
he drank, that he set her free? 

They swallowed the wine—it did not swallow them. 
There is no envelopment in the element at all, but an 
envelopment of the element. 

Is the what in this case intoxication or freedom? 

Example 4. Achilles Tatius^ii. 31: “Having bap¬ 
tized her by the same drug.” 

This baptism caused complete stupor in the victim, 
and required a very small amount of the drug. 

Is this the what to use for an example of baptism ? 
This what is complete unconsciousness. 

Examples . Clemens Alex, vi., 134: “Our trans¬ 
gressions being taken away by one Paeonian medicine, 
the baptism of the Word.” 

This baptism is performed by the application of the 
Word of God to the heart and conscience of the be- 

The Word applied to the spiritual man is called a 
“medicine,” healing it from the malady of sin. In 
both these examples the quantity of the clement used is 
very small indeed—only large enough for one dose, 
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showing that baplizo docs not require either a large, 
or moderate, quantity of the element to perform a 
baptism. 

Does not this fact sustain our baptismal definition? 
No envelopment in the element at all. 

How do our Baptist neighbors explain these ex¬ 
amples ? They assert that these persons were com¬ 
pletely overwhelmed by the intoxicating principle of 
the wine, or the stupefying power of the drug, 
etc., and, consequently, were really immersed in the 
influence of the wine, drug, etc., just like, and repre¬ 
senting, a person immersed in water. 

Therefore the act of baptism, say they, is immersion 
in water. Such an inference would not suggest itself 
to any one else. 

How many times they are compelled by the force 
of facts to shift their position! 

At first, they affirmed that baplizo specified the 
action (told how to do it); driven from this, they 
affirmed it specified the act (what was done), per¬ 
formed — “ to put something within something ” — 
“ its whole function is fulfilled in the act of submer¬ 
sion ” —that it “ invariably required the envelopment 
of the object within the element.” 

Now, when we bring forward examples that posi¬ 
tively disprove this, citing instances where the subject 
enveloped the element (a fluid element, too), and no 
immersion whatever in the element, they are compelled 
to shift again, and assert that these persons were en¬ 
veloped in the influence of the element used — not im¬ 
mersed (put within) in the element, but in its influence. 

Immersed in an influence! How absurd! Driven 
to desperation in sustaining immersion! How weak a 
cause that requires such shifting to defend it! 
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They inform us that these are “ figurative uses of 
the word.” The fact is, these are as real and literal 
uses of the word as any others. 

The only proper question to ask is. What was the 
thought of the Greek writers when they used baptizo 
in these examples; and what did they intend their 
readers should understand by it? And not whether 
a biased imagination could discover a figurative im¬ 
mersion in their words. Did the idea of a complete 
submersion under water fill their minds, so that they 
intended to teach their readers that baptizo, in every 
instance of its use, demanded the envelopment of the 
subject within the element ? Who believes it ? If they 
did, they employed very strange figures to express that 
idea and impress it upon their readers. 

They used baptizo when it applied the element to 
the subject;' and, when the element is a fluid, a drug 
or dose of medicine, puts it within the subject, and 
performs a baptism where immersion in the fluid, drug, 
or medicine is utterly out of the question. 

What a strange way to teach that baptism can only 
be performed by immersing the candidate in water 1 

The truth is, no such idea was in their minds; but, 
without any reference to immersion, they used baptizo 
because it best expressed their thought. 

Other uses of the word are found in these examples: 

Example I. Libanius to Gessius, Epistle, 962; 
“ This is he, who found the wretched Cimon baptized, 
and when deserted did not neglect him.” 

This baptism was performed by desertion. 

Cimon, deserted by his companions, was left in a 
wretched, destitute condition, and completely baptized 
— disheartened. 

Shall we take this what as a model for baptism now? 
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It does not demand submergence in water. Dr. 
Conant says he was "whelmed." 

Example 2. Chrysostom, on Psalms 112: “ For it 
is impossible that a soul, rich in mercy, should at any 
time be baptized by the annoyances of passion.” 

The what in this baptism is no disturbance of the 
soul that is “ rich in mercy ”; no annoyance can dis¬ 
turb its serenity. There is no dipping, or hint of it, 
in this example. 

Example 3. Chrysostom, on Psalms 142: “The 
evils did not baptize him, but rather gave him wings.” 

Example 4. Chrysostom, on Psalms 49.16: “ Such 
was Job, neither baptized by poverty, nor elated by 

In these examples baptizo has the same idea, but 
the comparisons differ. In the former it is placed 
in opposition to “ gave wings.” The evils did not 
baptize (burden) him, but made him so buoyant in 
spirit that he felt like flying. 

In the latter it is in opposition to “ elated.” Pov¬ 
erty did not depress, nor riches elate him. 

In the one the what is to burden; in the other, to 
depress. Which of these whats will our Baptist 
neighbors take? If neither, why should they com¬ 
plain when we reject their what. 

One thing we have learned from this examination 
of baptizo — that it does not invariably apply the sub¬ 
ject to the element, as Baptists do, but often, and as 
properly, applies the element to the subject, as affu- 
sionists do. 

We have now reached this point in our inquiry: 
How much water, according to Greek writers, does 
baptizo require? The Baptists reply, “We know that 
it requires water sufficient for a burial of the candidate 
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in it.” We deny, and demand the proof. What 
Greek writer states that it invariably requires this 
quantity — what one? 

Let these examples we now cite answer for us. 

Example I. Clemens, Alex., ii., 649: “ He wept 
bitterly.being baptised a second time by his 

He is speaking of a man who had been a disciple of 
the Apostle John, but had become the captain of a 
band of robbers. The apostle went after him, and 
brought him back penitent — “ baptised by his tears." 
Dr. Dale (Patris. Bap., p. 514) says, “ The case is 
spoken of absolutely as a baptism, and the agency in 
effecting the baptism is said to be ‘ tears.’ There is 
no such absurdity as that of making ‘ tears ’ a receiving 
element into which the robber captain was dipped." 

Is not this a very small quantity of water for a 
baptism? Can a person, while weeping, shed from his 
eyes water sufficient for a burial in the tears? He 
must be the one who said he "had shed barrels of 

How much water does bapliso require for a baptism 
that satisfies a native Greek? Only as much as one 
sheds from his eyes while weeping, not more than 
would be needed to sprinkle the candidate, yet it bap¬ 
tized him. 

If then, the tears shed while weeping furnish water 
sufficient for a baptism that satisfies a Greek, why 
should not a handful or bowlful of water, applied to 
the head of the candidate in the name of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, effect a baptism that will satisfy 
a Christian? 

In other words, why should not a Christian be sat¬ 
isfied with the quantity of water and the mode of its 
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application, when a Greek is satisfied with both? If 
the Christian is not satisfied, is it not because the fault 
is with him, and not with the baptism? No envelop¬ 
ment in the element in this baptism. And yet, Dr. 
Conant, after a most thorough examination of this 
word, says (p. 88), “ There is no instance in which it 
signifies to make a partial application of water by 
affusion or sprinkling, or to cleanse, to purify, apart 
from the literal act of immersion as the means of 
cleansing or purifying.” 

How a man’s prejudices will warp his judgment! 

Example 2. Athanasius, iv., 644: “ Three baptisms 
cleansing from all sin whatsoever God hath given to 
the nature of man. I mention, that of water; and 
again that of our own blood through martyrdom; and 
thirdly that through tears, in which also the harlot was 
cleansed. And likewise Peter, the chief of the Holy 
Apostles, after his denial, having wept, was received 

and saved.It is necessary to know that equally 

with the baptism (of water), the fountain of tears 
cleanses a man.” 

There are three baptisms in this quotation — two of 
them, that by blood and that by tears, require only a 
small quantity of the baptizing element, and both are 
performed by affusion. Why should the third, that 
by water, require any more, and not be also performed 
by affusion? Why? 

Example 3. Athanasius (same place) : “ For one 
ought to know that the fountain of tears cleanses the 
man just as the baptism. Wherefore many having 
defiled the holy baptism through offenses, were 
cleansed through tears and declared just.” 

Example 4. Gregory Naziauzen, ii., 353: “ And I 
know a fourth baptism, that through martyrdom and 



CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


blood (with which, also, Christ himself was baptized), 
and, indeed, much more admirable than the others, be¬ 
cause it is not polluted by after defilements. And I 
know yet a fifth baptism, that through tears; but more 
painful since washing nightly his bed with tears, the 
wounds of his transgression are a stench unto him.” 

These examples show, not only that Dr. Conant’s 
statement is incorrect, but that, when the element is a 
fluid, baptizo does not require burial in it. Blood and 
tears are fluid elements, and they perform baptism 
without burying the subject in them. These examples 
also show that baptisms can be, have been, performed 
by affusion, and can cleanse, purify, where the “act 
(what) of immersion" is entirely wanting. Will our 
Baptist neighbors accept this what for the act of bap- 

Have we not proved baptizo to be a common, and 
not a specific word at all? 

Dr. Conant (p. 90) says, “ The word is used of the 
most familiar acts and occurrences of common life;” 
and he cites examples in proof. 

He also (p. 159) says, “ By analogy, it expressed 
the coming into a new state of life or experience, in 
which one was as it were inclosed and swallowed up, 
so that, temporarily or permanently, he belonged 
wholly to it.” 

If this be true what becomes of Prof. Kendrick’s 
statement that, “ Its whole function is fulfilled in the 
act of submersion”? And how does it agree with his 
own statements (p. 101), “The Greek word expresses 
nothing more than the act of immersion?” and (p. 89), 
“It means, simply, to put into or under water (or 
other substance), without determining whether the 
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object immersed sinks to the bottom, or floats in the 
liquid, or is immediately taken out.” 

What a strange word this is! It means very little 
and is immediately exhausted when used; and, yet is 
strong enough to take a person “ into a new state of 
life or experience, and inclose and swallow him up, so 
that he belongs wholly to it.” 

How Dr. Conant mixes up his figures, while trying 
to hold on to his pet idea (immersion), in explaining 
the nature and use of baptizo. It is true that it has a 
spiritual significance in the New Testament, and Dr. 
Conant has to admit that it expresses “ coming into a 
new state or experience.” But he is mistaken in this, 
that the person " belonged to the new state, etc.” It 
belongs to the person, not the person to it — he holds 
and retains the experience, not the experience him. 

But, as Dr. Conant opens the door of truth revealing 
the true function of baptizo in New Testament usage, 
he is startled, lest his admission of another and entirely 
new idea for his favorite word would open the door 
so wide that immersion would escape and be lost to 
sight forever; and, that he might retain the idea of 
immersion through the entire process, he adroitly ex¬ 
plains that the person is “as it were, inclosed and 
swallowed up in a new state of life or experience, and 
belonged wholly to it.” 

He must have an immersion, and if it cannot be 
performed in the baptizing element (such as tears, 
blood, water, etc.), it must be into the “new state of 
life or experience ” expressed by baptizo. 

His preconceived opinions enable him to see immer¬ 
sion anywhere. 

A further examination of the writings of the Church 
Fathers to learn their views of this subject will be 
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found profitable. We cheerfully grant that many of 
them strongly favored immersion, as the practice very 
early found its way into the Church; and yet many of 
these speak favorably of affusion when writing con¬ 
cerning baptism. 

Example i. Clement of Alexandria, vol. X. p. 91 
(T. & T. Clark Library), “Receive, then, the water 
of the word; wash, ye polluted ones; purify your¬ 
selves from custom, by sprinkling yourselves with the 
drops of truth.” 

This Church Father was made presbyter about 189 
A. D., near the time of Tertullian. He is exhorting 
the heathen to abandon the customs of their fathers 
and accept Christianity. On page 88 he says; “Ye 
that thirst, come to the water; and ye that have no 
money, come, and buy and drink without money. He 
invites to the laver, to salvation, to illumination, etc.” 

Then on page 91 he exhorts them to baptism and 
purification through the word of truth, “ by sprinkling 
yourselves with the drops of truth.” 

This is plain; Clement believed in baptism by affu¬ 
sion. The fact'is, the idea in the minds of all the 
Church Fathers was that baptism represented purifica¬ 
tion, and some of them believed that it did purify. 

Example 2. Tertullian, vol. I. 236 (T. & T. Clark 
Library) : “ For washing is the channel through which 
they are initiated into some sacred rites — of some 
notorious Isis or Mithras; the gods themselves like¬ 
wise they honor by washings. Moreover, by carrying 
water around, and sprinkling it, they expiate every¬ 
where country-seats, houses, temples, and whole cities; 
at all events, at the Apollinarian and Eleusinian games 
they are baptized; and they presume that the effect of 



CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


tlieir doing that is their regeneration, and the remission 
Of the penalties due to their perjuries.” 

Though Tertullian is a strong immersionist, he here 
calls the “ sprinkling of the water, carried around by 
the heathen to purify their houses, temples, etc.,” bap¬ 
tism, and says, " They are baptised" not even hesitat¬ 
ing to call it baptism though performed by sprinkling. 
Again, page 246, “ Others make the suggestion — 
forced enough, clearly — ‘ that the apostles then served 
the turn of baptism when, in their little ship, they were 
sprinkled and covered with the waves ; that Peter him¬ 
self also was immersed enough when he walked on 
the sea.’ It is, however, as I think, one thing to be 
sprinkled or intercepted by the violence of the sea; 
another thing to be baptized in obedience to the dis¬ 
cipline of religion.Now, whether they were bap¬ 

tized in any manner whatever (quoquo modo), or 
whether they continued unwashed (illoti) to the end, 
it is rash to doubt concerning their salvation, etc.” 
Tertullian here does not object to the mode by which 
these baptisms were performed, for both “ sprinkle ” 
and “ immerse ” are employed, but he objects to ac¬ 
cepting an accidental baptism for a religious ordinance 
of the Church. His objection applies as fully to im¬ 
merse as to sprinkle. 

Besides, he declares that baptism can be performed 
by “ any mode (quoquo modo) whatever.” 

Example 3. Didymus Alexander, 713: “And the 
very image of baptism both continually illuminated 
and saved all Israel at that time — as Paul wrote (1 
Cor. 10. I, 2) and as prophesied Ezekiel, 36.25, ‘I 
will sprinkle clear water upon you, and you shall be 
clean from all your sins;’ and David (Psalms 51.7): 
‘ Sprinkle me with hyssop and I shall be clean.’ ” 
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This Church Father informs us that the “ image of 
baptism,” continually in the minds of the Israelites 
for their benefit and illumination, was in the form of 
sprinkling; and that they so understood the prophecy 
of Ezekiel — that the " sprinkling of clean water upon 
them for their cleansing ” was fulfilled in the ordinance 
of baptism in the Christian Church; and as a further 
illustration he quotes from the Septuagint, Psalms, 
50.9 (in Auth. Ver. Ps. 51.7) : “ Sprinkle me with 
hyssop and I shall be clean.” This Greek scholar 
did not hesitate to call a cleansing performed by 
sprinkling a baptism; for he knew that baptizo never 
told, nor cared, how it was done (this was never part 
of its functions), only so that the work assigned it 
(cleansing) was accomplished. 

Though performed by sprinkling he promptly calls 
it baptism to the horror of our Baptist neighbors, who 
are shocked beyond measure whenever they hear an 
act of cleansing by sprinkling called baptism. Are 
they better Greek scholars than these learned native 
Greeks ? Modesty does not seem to be their crowning 
virtue; for they, like Dr. Carson, would send even the 
angel Gabriel to school should he disagree with them. 

Example 4. Cyril of Jerusalem, 418: “ Thou seest 
the power of baptism — be of good courage, O Jeru¬ 
salem, the Lord will take away all thy iniquities. The 
Lord will wash away the uncleanness of his sons and 
daughters by the spirit of judgment and the spirit of 
burning. He will sprinkle upon you clean water and 
ye shall be purified from all your sin.” 

These quotations from the Church Fathers show 
that the early Church understood that Ezekiel 36.25, 
referred to the ordinance of baptism, as also did the 
sprinklings of the ceremonial law; and they could see 
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a real and valid baptism in these sprinklings, because 
they understood the import of baptism — that it im¬ 
plied cleansing, no matter how secured. 

Example 5. Cyril, 425: “ Rejoice, O heavens, and 
be glad, O earth, because of those who are about to be 
sprinkled with hyssop, and to be purified by the spirit¬ 
ual hyssop, through the power of him who drank, in 
his suffering, from the hyssop and the reed.” 

In spite of the indignant protest of our neighbors 
over calling a sprinkling baptism these learned Greeks 
unhesitatingly call the sprinklings of the Old Testa¬ 
ment baptisms, because they teach and secure cer¬ 
emonial cleansing. They ought to know whether a 
sprinkling could effect a baptism or cleansing to the 
satisfaction of their Greek brethren. 

Example 6. Cyprian, vol. 1. 251: “ It is required, 
then, that the water should first be cleansed and sancti¬ 
fied by the priest, that it may wash away by its bap¬ 
tism the sins of the man who is baptized; because the 
Lord says by Ezekiel the prophet: ‘Then will I 
sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye shall be cleansed 
from all your filthiness, etc.’ (p.311-312): Nor ought 
it to trouble any one that sick people seem to be 
sprinkled or affused, when they obtain the Lord’s grace, 
when Holy Scripture speaks by the mouth of the 
prophet Ezekiel, and says, ‘ Then will I sprinkle clean 
water upon you, and ye shall be clean; from all your 
filthiness and from all your idols will I cleanse you. 
And I will give you a new heart, and a new spirit will 
I put within you.’ Also in Numbers, ‘ And the man 
that shall be unclean until the evening shall be purified 
on the third day, and on the seventh shall be clean: 
but if he shall not be purified on the third day, on the 
seventh day he shall not be clean. And that soul 
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shall be cut off from Israel: because the water of 
sprinkling hath not been sprinkled upon him.' And 
again: ‘ And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying. Take 
the Levites from among the children of Israel, and 
cleanse them. And thus shalt thou do unto them, to 
cleanse them: thou shalt sprinkle them with the water 
of purification.’ And again: ‘ The water of sprink¬ 
ling is a purification.’ Whence it appears that the 
sprinkling also of water prevails equally with the wash¬ 
ing of salvation.” 

Cyprian, though an immersionist, when asked if a 
baptism performed by sprinkling was valid, replied 
that it was, because the person so baptized had “ re¬ 
ceived God’s grace ” thereby; and then he produces 
scriptural proof of it, showing that God approves and 
enjoins sprinkling as a means of cleansing. He also 
believes that the sprinklings of the law and of the 
prophet Ezekiel refer to the cleansing expressed by the 
ordinance of baptism. 

Example 7. Ambrose i., 875: “He who wished to 
be cleansed by typical baptism, was sprinkled with the 
blood of the lamb by a bunch of hyssop.” 

Also, iii., 399: “He who is baptized, whether in 
conformity with the Law or in conformity with the 
Gospel, is cleansed; in conformity with the Law, be¬ 
cause Moses sprinkled the blood of the lamb with a 
bunch of hyssop.” 

Also, iv., 829: “ But by the cedar wood the Father, 
by the hyssop the Son, but by the scarlet wool, which 
has the brightness of fire, the Holy Spirit is designated. 
Whoever wished to be cleansed in proper form was 
sprinkled by these three; because no one can be 
cleansed from the leprosy of sin by the water of bap¬ 
tism, except under the invocation of the Father, and 
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of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.And he cleanses 

us, who are designated by the leper, by their invoca¬ 
tion and by the water of baptism.” 

What can be plainer and stronger than these words 
of this eminent and learned Father of the Church? 
He declares that these cleansings of the Law were 
baptisms, and that they were performed by sprinkling. 

So teaches the New Testament, as this passage 

Example 8. Hebrews 9, 10: “Which stood only in 
meats and drinks, and divers baptisms (diaphorois bap- 
tismois), and carnal ordinances, imposed on them un¬ 
til the time of reformation.” 

The author of Hebrews informs us how these bap¬ 
tisms were performed, thus, verses 13, 19, 21: “ For 
if the blood of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of a 
heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purify¬ 
ing of the flesh.”_“For Moses-took the blood 

of calves and of goats, with water, and scarlet wool, 
and hyssop, and sprinkled both the book and all the 

people.”_“Moreover, he sprinkled likewise with 

blood both the tabernacle, and all the vessels of the 
ministry.” 

Thus the teachings of these Church Fathers and the 
New Testament agree — baptism by sprinkling (affu¬ 
sion) is valid and scriptural. 

Will our neighbors accept this what for baptism? 

Here arc some examples where pouring is preferred: 

Example x. Origen, iv., 241: “ But why is it be¬ 
lieved by you that the Elias to come will baptize, when 
he did not baptize what needed cleansing upon the 
wood of the altar, in the time of Ahab, that it might 
be burned at the Lord’s appearing by fire? For he 
commanded this to be done by the priests.How, 
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then, is he, coming according to the word of Malachi, 
to baptize, since he did not baptize then ? Christ does 
not baptize with water, but his disciples. He re¬ 
serves to himself to baptize with the Holy Spirit and 
fire.” 

Origen here calls the pouring of the water upon the 
sacrifice and wood of the altar baptism, and he ought 
to know what baptism is and how it should be per¬ 
formed. Dr. Dale says, “ Origen is one of the most 
learned Christian Greeks that ever lived.” In this 
quotation Origen mentions three baptisms: baptism 
of the altar — baptism by the Lord’s disciples — bap¬ 
tism of the Holy Spirit. 

Two of the three (of the altar and of the Spirit), 
according to the Scriptures, were performed by pour¬ 
ing; the other (by his disciples) corresponds in the 
figure to the baptism of the altar, which was performed 
by pouring. Elias did not baptize the altar, but com¬ 
manded the priests to do it, and they performed it by 
pouring the water upon it. Christ did not baptize, but 
commanded his disciples to do it; therefore it also was 
done by pouring, and there is no way to avoid the con¬ 
clusion. 

Example 2. Basil Magnus, iii., 428: “Elias has 
shown the power of baptism by burning the sacrifice 
upon the altar of burnt-offerings, not by means of the 
fire, but by the water. For, although the nature of 
fire is opposed to that of water, yet when the water 
is mystically poured, thrice, upon the altar, the fire 
begins, and kindles a flame, as though it were oil.” 

This Greek writer also calls the pouring of the water 
upon the altar baptism, and says the water by being 
“poured mystically thrice” changes its nature, and, 
“ as though it were oil,” bursts into a flame of fire. 
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These two are not the only ones who call this pouring 
a baptism of the altar; more can be cited, but these 
are sufficient. 

This “ altar baptism ” gives our neighbors no little 
trouble, for it is death to their position in regard to 
baptizo, and they notice it very reluctantly, and dispose 
of it as quickly, and in as few words, as possible. Dr. 
Dale (Jud. Bap., p. 330) says, “ I have never known 
a friend of the theory (Baptist) voluntarily to speak 
of this baptism. Whenever their attention is called 
to it by others, they approach it as reluctantly as the 
victim comes to the altar where death glitters in the 
edge of the sacrificial axe. There is a painful fore¬ 
boding of some fatal blow.” 

He then shows how weak and absurd are the ex¬ 
planations given by Drs. Carson, Fuller, and Ingham. 

After such a challenge as this, one would think that 
the next Baptist champion would take hold of this 
question fearlessly, and clearly prove that it sustained 
immersion. 

Imagine our disappointment when we took up Rev. 
Ford’s reply to Dr. Dale and read (Studies on Bap¬ 
tism, p. 26) this: “ Carmel’s altar was so thoroughly 
drenched by the onpouring of the twelve buckets of 
water, besides the water which was taken to fill the 
trench, that Origen could call it a baptizing. Ingham 
seems to think that * our friends,’ in the baptizing of 
their babes, would prefer a single immersion to such a 
copious trine onpouring of water as this by which 
Carmel’s altar was deluged. We are willing in any 
case to concede a fair immersion, if it be preceded by 
a sufficiently copious pouring.”' 

This is all he has to say on the subject, but it would 
have been better had he said nothing. He only re- 
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peats the silly comments of Ingham, and drops it by 
“ conceding a fair immersion resulting from a suffi¬ 
ciently copious pouring.” He admits, then, that this 
baptism was performed by pouring. 

But neither Origen nor Basil suggests any " drench¬ 
ing ” or " deluging ” of the altar, but they simply call 
the pouring a baptising — that is all. 

Nor does I Kings 18, 33-38, even hint at a “ drench¬ 
ing ” or “ deluging,” but the contrary; for verse 38 
says, “Then the fire of the Lord fell, and consumed 
the burnt sacrifice, and the wood, and the stones, and 
the dust, and licked up the water that was in the 
trench.” The dust was still there, after the four bar¬ 
rels (or pitchers) had been poured on thrice. Rather 
a dry deluge 1 The word translated “ barrel ” is the 
same as the pitcher on Rebekah’s shoulder (Gen. 24, 
15, etc.), and in the hands of Gideon’s men (Judges 
7. 16, etc.), so that the amount of water was not so 
great after all. And, on a loose altar of stones, on a 
dry hill, in a dry time, four pitchers of water, poured 
three times, would not make much show; so it was no 
wonder that the dust was so abundant that it had to be 
mentioned. And the latest champion (Ford) has to 
concede that this baptism was performed by pouring. 

This altar baptism annihilates the Baptist theory. 

The Church Fathers also called martyrdom baptism. 
In these baptisms the martyrs were baptized in their 
own blood, which was necessarily an affusion. 

Example 1. Origen ii. 980: “Our probation does 
not extend merely to scourging, but reaches out to the 
pouring out of blood; for Christ whom we follow, 
poured out his blood for our redemption, that we may 
go hence washed by our own blood. For it is the 
baptism of blood only which can make us more pure 
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than the baptism of water has made 11s. The Lord 
says: ‘ I have a baptism to be baptized with, and how 
am I straitened until it be accomplished.’ You see, 
therefore, that he called the pouring out of his blood 
baptism. If God would grant unto me that I might 
be washed by my own blood, that I might receive the 
second baptism, enduring death for Christ, I would go 
safe out of this world.” 

Origen here teaches, as strongly as language can do 
so, that baptism can be performed by pouring; for he 
says, “ The Lord called the pouring out of his blood 
baptism." What can be plainer or stronger ? And he 
prayed for this blood baptism as more perfect than that 
of water; for it “ makes us purer," and fully prepared 
for death. 

And how this quotation proves that the pouring upon 
Carmel’s altar was the baptism! And how it cuts 
immersion, as the only way to baptize, up by the roots; 
for there is not blood enough in any body in which 
to immerse — no envelopment possible in this case. 

Will our neighbors accept this what for baptism? 

Example 2. Tertullian, i., 250: “ There is indeed 
for us also a second bath, one and the same, namely, 
of blood; of which the Lord says, ‘ I have to be bap¬ 
tized with a baptism,’ when he had been baptized al¬ 
ready.These two baptisms he shed forth from the 

wound of his pierced side.This is the baptism 

which takes the place of the washing of water when 
that has not been received, and restores it when lost.” 
Again, Tertullian iii., 121: “ If this is so, then 
martyrdom will be another baptism. For ‘I have 
withal,’ saith he, ‘another baptism.’ Whence, too, it 
was that there flowed out of the wound in the Lord’s 
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side water and blood, providing each washing.first, 

washing by water, second by blood.” 

Tertullian declares that two baptisms came out of the 
wounded side of the Lord — water and blood. 

Baptism by the blood of Christ is performed by 
sprinkling; Heb. 10.22: “ Having our hearts sprin¬ 
kled from an evil conscience”; Heb. 12. 24: “ The 
blood of sprinkling”; 1 Pet. 1.2: “ Unto obedience 
and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ”; Rev. 1, 
5: “ And washed us from our sins in his own blood”; 
therefore the baptism by water should be performed in 
the same way, even by affusion. 

Example 3. Cyprian I. 272-273; “ Can the power 
of baptism be greater or of more avail than confession, 
than martyrdom, when one confesses Christ before men 
and is baptized by his own blood.” 

“ But if not even the baptism of a public confession 
and blood can profit a heretic to salvation, etc.” 

“ Then, that they certainly are not deprived of the 
sacrament of baptism who are baptized with the most 
glorious and greatest baptism of blood, concerning 
which the Lord also said, that he had ‘ another baptism 
to be baptized with.’ But the same Lord declares in 
the Gospel, that those who are baptized in their own 
blood, and sanctified by suffering, are perfected, and 
obtain the grace of the divine promise, etc.” 

Again, Vol. II. 423: “ For since water is poured 
forth even as blood, the Spirit also was poured out by 
the Lord upon all who believed. Assuredly both in 
water, and none the less in their own blood, and then 
especially in the Holy Spirit, men may be baptized.” 

There is no immersion in these baptisms: it is all 
affusion in these quotations from Cyprian. 

Example 4. Cyril of Jerusalem, 440: “For the 
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Savior redeeming the world by the cross, and wounded 
in his side, shed forth water and blood; that some, in 
times of peace, might be baptized with water, and 
others, in times of persecution, might be baptized with 
their own blood. For the Savior calls martyrdom 
baptism, saying, ‘ Can ye drink of the cup that I drink 
of, and be baptized with the baptism that I am bap¬ 
tized with ’ ” ? 

Is the what of baptiso in these quotations from the 
Fathers, immersion in all or any of them ? 

Was immersion in water the idea they were present¬ 
ing to, and impressing upon, the minds of their readers 
as the only way to perform baptism, teaching it so 
plainly and clearly, that every unprejudiced person, 
reading about these baptisms, of tears, blood, martyr¬ 
dom, public confession, etc., would be convinced that 
immersion was the only way in which a valid baptism 
could ever be performed? Frankly, the idea of im¬ 
mersion is not even suggested by their language. 

Example 5. Origen IV., 1384: Commenting on 
Mark 10.38: he says: “ Martyrdom has a two-fold 
significance, of which the one is called the cup of sal¬ 
vation, the other baptism; so far as one bears suffer¬ 
ings, a cup is drunk by him who bears whatever is 
brought upon him, enduring and as it were drinking 
sorrows, neither repelling nor rejecting and vomiting 
them out; but as he who bears these things obtains the 
remission of sins, it is a baptism.” 

Christ’s cup baptism provides remission of sins; and 
when we receive it by drinking his cup, we obtain 
remission of our sins. 

Dr. Dale (Chris. Bap., p. 44) says: “ In this indica¬ 
tion of the application of the terms * Cup ’ and ‘ Bap¬ 
tism ’ to martyrdom, Origen speaks in entire harmony 
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with classic writers with whom baptism by drinking 
from a cup was one of the most common forms of 
baptism.” 

Then after citing from the classics (p. 47) ten 
instances of baptism by drinking from a cup he adds 
(p. 48) : “ These cases from classic Greek writings 

show not only that a baptism may be effected by drink¬ 
ing from a cup, but that this was one of the most 
familiar methods of effecting a baptism with which 
they were acquainted. These baptisms were not spe¬ 
cifically of the same character.” On this cup baptism 
of Christ he thus (p. 35) comments: “This baptism, 
so far from being out of the line of Bible baptisms 
and bearing a common title with them e gratia only, 
is the very center of all Bible baptisms, and reflects 
upon them its own great claim to be the ‘ one baptism ’ 
of the Scriptures, in which all other baptisms are 
grounded and from which they derive their character 
and worth.” 

“ This baptism was singularly Divine. The subject 
of the baptism was God the Son, manifest in the flesh 
to this very end ; the upholder of the Divine-human 
Subject of this unutterable baptism was God the Holy 
Ghost, Sympathizer and Comforter, descending and 
abiding upon him; and the Executor of this baptism 
is God the Father, who holds the cup full of penal 
woe to the lips of his ‘forsaken’ (Matt. 27:46) but 
‘beloved’ Son. As that cup is drunk ‘the just dies 
for the unjust’ — baptized into penal and thus made 
atoning death.” 

“ In this baptism are grounded all the typical bap¬ 
tisms of Judaism with their power for ceremonial puri¬ 
fication; the baptism of John with its spiritual but 
imperfectly unfolded baptism ‘ into repentance ’ — 
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‘ into the remission of sins ’; the fully developed bap¬ 
tism of Christianity ‘ into Christ ’ — ‘ into his death’ ; 
and the remoter, yet from the beginning purposed, bap¬ 
tism of all the redeemed ‘ into the name of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost.’ ” (p. SO.) “ This baptism 

stands all alone. It was no ordinary death baptism, 
it was no martyr death baptism, it was an atoning 
death baptism. The ordinary baptisms, agencies, and 
symbols are out of place. What so fit, so tenderly 
beautiful, as a Cup held to his lips by his Father’s 
hand. In that Cup, melted down by the mighty men¬ 
struum of the Law, are the Incarnation, the manger, 
the temptations of the wilderness, the contradiction 
of sinners, the scoff, the derision, the blasphemy, the 
buffeting, the thorn, the nail, the spear, the forsaking 
by his Father 1 and he drank it all, and was baptized 
into death, ‘that whosoever believeth on him might 
not perish but have everlasting life.’ The believer in 
Christ drinks of the cup of which he drank, but not 
until it is emptied by his Lord of its penal woe, and 
is made unto him a ‘ cup of salvation ’; he is ‘ baptized 
with the baptism with which he is baptized,’ but not 
until its death issue is exhausted, and life springs up in 
its stead. The sinner who comes to Christ, penitent 
and believing, is baptized into Christ, ‘ who is made sin 
for us that we might be made the righteousness of God 
in him.’ ” 

How clearly Dr. Dale explains the meaning and 
extent of this “ Cup Baptism ” of our Lord. 

May we all so drink of that “ Cup,” that the trans¬ 
forming power of the baptism in our hearts may 
enable us to exclaim with Paul, “ I am crucified with 
Christ: nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth 
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Example 6. Basil Magnus IV. 132: "There are 
some who in striving for piety have undergone death 
for Christ, in reality not in semblance, needing for 
salvation nothing of the water symbols, being bap¬ 
tized by their own blood; and not rejecting the bap¬ 
tism by water.” 

The what in this blood baptism is not an immersion 
in the baptizing element, because no one can be im¬ 
mersed in his own blood; but he is baptized in his own 
blood by the blood pouring out and streaming over 
his body. Then why cannot a person be baptized in 
water by having it poured upon and over his body ? 
And why should it require more of the baptizing ele¬ 
ment in water baptism than in blood baptism? Why? 
Are there two different whats in baptizo — two differ¬ 
ent ones in the same sentence, without even a hint 
of any difference ? 

Our neighbors can take which horn of the dilemma 
they please; either is death to them. One of two 
things is true; either baptism in water may be per¬ 
formed by affusion, or there are two different whats in 
baptizo; for the tear and blood baptisms are per¬ 
formed by affusion, and by a small quantity of the 
element. 

And these Greek writers declare that these baptisms 
are more perfect and efficacious than that of water — 
can supersede it. 

Example 7. Gregory Nazianzen, 352: “I have 
need to be baptized by thee; Add this, and for thee. 
For he knew that he would be baptized by martyr¬ 
dom.” . . . “And what says Jesus? ‘Suffer it to 
be so now.’ For he knew that after a little while he 
would baptize the Baptist.” How “baptize the Bap¬ 
tist”? Not by immersing him in water, for this bap- 
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tism of John was performed by beheading him. Still 
another what, and another way to baptize. 

Example 8. Jerome VII. 50: “ ‘ Suffer it to be so 
now,’ says the Lord Jesus. I have also another bap¬ 
tism with which I must be baptized. Thou dost bap¬ 
tize me with water, that I may baptize thee, for my¬ 
self, with thy blood.” 

Was this baptism in blood an immersion in blood? 
If not, and it is not (our neighbors admitting), then 
why must a baptism in water be an immersion in wa¬ 
ter? What becomes of their definition that baptizo 
means “ to put something within something ” — must 
envelop the subject in the baptizing element I 

Exam'ple p. John of Damascus, I. 261: “John 
was baptized by putting his hand upon the divine head 
of his Master, and by his own blood. 1 ' 

This baptism was caused by a touch — “ putting 
his hand upon the divine head.” 

This learned Greek teaches that a baptism can be 
performed by mere contact — another way to baptize. 

When John put his hand on the Savior’s head, it 
must have been when he baptized him. If so, then 
he must have put the baptismal water upon the Lord’s 
head when baptizing him: therefore he did not im¬ 
merse him in the water. This is clear. 

Dr. Dale (Johan. Bap. 225) says, “A passage like 
this takes hold of the pillars of the theory, as with the 
strong arms of Manoah’s son, and shakes it down into 
hopeless ruin.” On page 221 he adds, “The old 
Greeks did not hesitate, very freely and very frequent¬ 
ly, to speak of baptism as effected by the touch of the 
hand. In witness of this take the following: Acti 
Sancti Thomae. ‘ And putting his hand upon her he 
sealed her into the name of the Father, and of the 
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Son, and of the Holy Ghost. And many others were 
sealed with her. But the Apostle ordered his deacon 
to spread a table’— for the administration of the 
Lord’s Supper, as common after baptism.” 

Example io. Hippolytus II. 83. (T. & T. Clark 

Library.) “ And not only did he approach John as 
Lord without royal retinue; hut even like a mere man, 
and one involved in sin, he bent his head to be baptized 
by John.” 

The testimony of this Greek Father, Bishop of 
Portus near Rome, shows that the practice in his day 
was the same as with affusionists now — the candi¬ 
date inclines (bows) his head to receive baptism, and 
he also teaches that this is the way the Lord received 
baptism. His testimony is very strong because his 
instruction came in a direct line from the Apostle 
John; having been a disciple of Irenaeus, who was a 
disciple of Polycarp, and Polycarp of John. He wrote 
about 215 A. D., and not many years afterwards suf¬ 
fered martyrdom. 

His description of the Lord’s baptism also corre¬ 
sponds with the earliest paintings of his baptism, all 
representing the Lord standing with bowed head, in 
the Jordan, while John poured the water on his head. 

Example 11. Gregory Thaumaturgus, Homily, IV. 
146-150. (T. & T. Clark Lib.) (Describing the in¬ 

terview between John and the Lord Jesus at the 
Jordan) says, “How shall I dare to touch thy stain¬ 
less head? How can I stretch out the right hand 
upon thee, who didst stretch out the heavens like a 
curtain, and didst set the earth above the waters? 
How shall I spread those menial hands of mine upon 
thy head? How shall I wash thee who art undefiled 
and sinless? . . . Wherefore, O Lord, baptize) 
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thou me, if thou pleasest; baptize me, the Baptist. . 
.. . Extend thy dread right hand, which thou hast 
prepared for thyself, and crown my head by thy 
touch.” . . . Jesus answers (p. 149), “ It becom- 
eth me to be baptized with this baptism for the present, 
and afterwards to bestow the baptism of the consub- 
stantial Trinity upon all men. Lend me, therefore, O 
Baptist, thy right hand for the present administra¬ 
tion. . . . Lay hold of this head of mine, which 
the Seraphim revere. With thy right hand lay hold of 
this head, that is related to thyself in kinship. . . . 
Lay hold of this head of mine, which, if one does lay 
hold of it in piety, will save him from ever suffering 
shipwreck. Baptize me, who am destined to baptize 
those who believe on me with water, and with the 
Spirit, and with fire. ... On hearing these 
words, the Baptist directed his mind to the object of 
the salvation, and comprehended the mystery which 
he had received, and discharged the divine command; 
for he was at once pious and ready to obey. And 
stretching forth slowly his right hand, which seemed 
both to tremble and to rejoice, he baptized the Lord.” 

This quotation, like the others, is to the point, and 
shows that the primitive manner of baptizing was 
like that of affusionists now. It also shows that the 
prevailing belief of his day was that the Lord was 
baptized by affusion, not by immersion. No immer- 
sionists would use such figures or words in describing 
the Lord’s baptism by John — not one. 

We come now to the question of clinic baptism. 
We are gravely told that “ baptism by sprinkling be¬ 
gan with Novatian, who was converted on a sick bed, 
and, expecting to die, requested to be baptized.” 

Up to this time immersion, it is claimed, was the 
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universal practice; but, as it was impossible under the 
circumstances, water was sprinkled on him, as he 
lay in bed, as a last resort; and, under protest, passed 
for baptism; and, whenever afterwards spoken of, 
was called in question, thus: “ If that can be called 
baptism.” 

We reply, This statement of the case is a gross 
misrepresentation, both of his baptism and the usage 
of the Church in regard to baptism. 

Our quotations from the Church Fathers show that 
immersion was not the universal practice; and in his 
case, neither Cyprian, who often mentions and com¬ 
ments on it, nor Eusebius, the historian, speak of it in 
this manner. 

Cyprian I. 261, says: " The baptism which is one is 
among us, where he himself also was formerly bap¬ 
tized, when he maintained both the wisdom and truth 
of the divine unity. But if Novatian thinks that those 
who have been baptized in the Church are to be re¬ 
baptized outside — without the Church — he ought to 
begin by himself, that he might first be re-baptized 
with an extraneous and heretical baptism, since he 
thinks . . . people are to be baptized without.” 

What should be thought of the above statement in 
regard to Novatian’s baptism after reading these words 
of Cyprian? Without hesitation he says: “Nova¬ 
tian was baptized " and, if performed again, he would 
“be re-baptized." 

If this was the first instance of sprinkling for bap¬ 
tism, performed under protest in an emergency, be¬ 
cause immersion could not be performed under the cir¬ 
cumstances, why did not Cyprian refuse to recognize 
Novatian as baptized, especially since he had been ex¬ 
cluded from the Church, and had become a heretic. 
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and the founder of a new sect? This was the time 
for him, if ever, to object. 

Strange that he should call baptism what our neigh¬ 
bors assert “ never was and never can be baptism ” ! 
Who knows best, Cyprian or they? Besides, as we 
have already quoted, on pages 311-312, Vol. 1., he en¬ 
dorses and defends baptism by sprinkling as scriptural 
and valid. 

Eusebius (Eccles. I-Iist., I., b. 6, Ch. 43, p. 401, Sec. 
15,) says this of him: “To him, indeed, the origin 
of his profession was Satan, having entered into and 
dwelt in him a long time; who, being helped by the 
exorcists, having fallen into a dangerous disease; and, 
thinking he was about to die, received it (baptism) 
in the bed in which he lay, being poured upon; if 
indeed it is proper to say such a person received (ei 
ge chrae legein Ion toiouton eilaephenai ) it.” 

The objection is not made to the manner of receiving 
the baptism, but to the person receiving it. 

Eusebius does not say: “ If that can be called bap¬ 
tism,” but "If such an one ( ton toiouton ) could re¬ 
ceive it.” He continues: “ Nor, when he recovered, 
did he attain those other things which it is necessary 
to receive according to the rule of the Church, and to 
be sealed by the Bishop. And not receiving this how 
could he receive the Holy Spirit? . . . Through 
the favor of the bishop, laying hands upon him, he 
was made a presbyter, when all the clergy and many 
of the laity opposed, because it was not lawful that one 
poured upon as he was, upon a sick bed, should be re¬ 
ceived into the ranks of the clergy.” 

The objection made was to Novatian and his sick¬ 
bed repentance. They had no faith in it. They did 
not believe that he was truly converted, and asked, 
“How could he receive the Holy Spirit?” 
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They objected to his being ordained, because they 
believed him to be as fully under the influence of 
Satan after, as before, his baptism and repentance. 
They had no faith in his profession. 

Dr. Dale (Patris. Bap. p. 530) says: “ No excep¬ 
tion was taken to Novatian’s baptism because the 
water was poured upon him. This is evident from 
the narrative and from the fact, that nowhere in the 
Patristic writings can an objection be found to a 
Christian baptism grounded on the fact, that the wa¬ 
ter used in it was by pouring. On the contrary, Cy¬ 
prian formally defends sprinkling and pouring upon 
the sick as true and perfect baptism.” 

This is the more important, because Cyprian was 
contemporary with Novatian, knew all the circum¬ 
stances and objections, and does not object to, but 
approves, his baptism. 

The objections to Clinic Baptism by many in the 
Church were not that they were performed by affusion, 
but because they had no faith in death-bed repentance. 

Example 12. Jerome V. 341-342: (On Ezekiel 
36. 25, etc.) “ And I will pour out or sprinkle upon 
you clean water, and ye shall be cleansed from all 
your defilements. And I will give you a new heart 
and I will put a right spirit within you; so that upon 
the believing and those converted, I will pour out the 
clean water of saving baptism, and I will cleanse them 
from their abominations and from all their errors, 
with which they have been possessed, and I will give 
to them a new heart, that they may believe upon the 
Son of God, and a new spirit, of which David speaks: 
‘ Create in me a clean heart and renew a right spirit 
within me’ (Ps. 51. 10). And it is to be considered 
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that a new heart and a new spirit may be given by the 
pouring and sprinkling of water." 

Is not this language dear, strong, and conclusive 
in favor of affusion as a valid mode of baptism; and 
that the Church Fathers interpreted Ez. 36. 25, 27, as 
referring to the ordinance of baptism in the Christian 
Church? 

Jerome was one of the most distinguished and schol¬ 
arly of them all, and is the author of the Vulgate, 
which is regarded as the best Latin translation of the 
Eible extant. 

Dr. Schaff says: “Above all his contemporaries, 
and even all his successors down to the sixteenth cen¬ 
tury, Jerome, by his linguistic knowledge, his Oriental 
travel, and his entire culture, was best fitted, and, in 
fact, the only man to undertake and successfully exe¬ 
cute so gigantic a task — a task which just then, with 
the approaching separation of East and West, and 
the decay of the knowledge of the original languages 
of the Bible in Latin Christendom, was of the highest 
necessity." 

We have now carefully examined baptizo in classic 
and patristic Greek, and have found that the claim of 
our neighbors, in regard to its meaning and use in 
these writings, is unsupported by them and incorrect. 

When they asserted that baptizo demanded a specific 
action, we showed that it did not — never told how to 
do it. Giving up this point, they insisted that it de¬ 
manded a specific act — the submersion of the subject 
in the element, a complete envelopment in the baptiz¬ 
ing element. We then showed that this was untrue in 
the baptisms by wine, drugs, tears, blood, martyrdom, 
etc. Routed again, they now insist that the immersion 
was in the effect caused by the baptizing element. 
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Now, if we change the word immersion (in their 
last statement) to baptism, we will find them over on 
our ground entirely; for we teach that baptism is the 
effect produced by the application of water without 
any reference to the quantity to be used or the manner 
of applying it. Water baptism is only symbolic, rep¬ 
resenting cleatising. When we baptize candidates by 
sprinkling, pouring, or immersing, the result, or effect 
produced, is ceremonial cleansing caused by the appli¬ 
cation of the baptizing element, and not because per¬ 
formed by any one of these modes. 

In this examination we have found that baptism is 
not a sprinkling, a pouring, or an immersing; but may 
be performed by any one of these, and be satisfactory 
to a classic or patristic Greek. The only dissatisfied 
ones are our Baptist neighbors. 

We have also found that the how in baptizo is ab¬ 
solutely wanting, and the what so many and diverse 
that nothing can be definitely settled by it. 
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CHAPTER III. 

BAPTIZO IN THE NEW TESTAMENT. 

We have seen that in classic Greek it is not con¬ 
fined to one meaning and use only, and is not a specific 
but common word. 

Section i. We will now examine its useand mean¬ 
ing in the New Testament. What does it teach us on 
this vexed question ? Is it any more definite than the 
Classics concerning the how and what of baptiso? 
Docs the New Testament teach that it is a specific and 
univocal word, confined to one use, meaning, and 
action, as used by the Lord and the apostles? Where 
is any such teaching in The Book? The New Testa¬ 
ment must speak for itself; everything else will be 
ruled out. If it so teaches, it is the only work that 
does. If it does not, then the assertion that baptiso 
is a word of one invariable meaning, use, and action 
is false; and the position of our neighbors, built on 
that assertion, is without support, and rests on a per¬ 
version of the truth. 

An appeal to the Classics will not help them, for our 
examination of these writings precludes any attempt in 
that direction; having found baptiso used there as 
a common and not specific word at all, never telling 
how to do it, nor specifying any particular lohat to be 
done in every use of the word. Nor did we find im¬ 
merse to be its invariable or its primitive meaning; 
but that it meant immerse only in particular instances 
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where cmersc was precluded, and in no others. What 
meaning then does the New Testament give baptiso? 
We cannot look elsewhere for an answer—here only. 
It must be examined carefully for the answer. The 
first thing we find, on beginning this examination, is 
that bapto is never used in speaking of Christian bap¬ 
tism; and must be excluded while considering New 
Testament teaching on the subject. 

Then bapto meant to dip, which is modal and tells 
how to do it; while baptiso never means dip, and never 
tells how; therefore dipping is not baptising. This 
rules out both bapto and dip, and greatly narrows the 
field of inquiry. Baptiso, used in the New Testament 
in a sacred sense, becomes a sacred word, while, before 
this, it was a profane or secular word; and, as New 
Testament Greek is not purely classic, we have Greek 
lexicons of the New Testament. 

In our classic argument we showed that the primary 
use and action of bapto was affusion, and that dip was 
a secondary meaning; then we showed that baptiso 
was derived from primary bapto, from the fact that 
the first use of the word also expressed the action of 
affusion; and therefore its primary meaning was not 
immerse. It follows, then, that if the Lord and the 
apostles used it in its primary sense, it must be per¬ 
formed by affusion, and there is no way to avoid the 
conclusion. Our examination will show this to be the 
fact. We must go, then, to the New Testament to find 
the meaning of the words it uses. 

Our neighbors affirm that immerse is the meaning of 
baptiso in the New Testament. 

If their assertion be true, that the Latin word im- 
mergo is exactly the same as the Greek word baptiso 
in the New Testament, will they please explain why 
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the earliest translators of the Greek into the Latin 
language never translated baptizo by immergo, but 
invariably transferred the Greek word into their Latin 
versions of the New Testament? Why did they trans¬ 
fer a foreign word into their language, when they had, 
as our Baptist neighbors assert, a word in their own 
language which meant precisely the same? What 
answer ? 

Dr. Robinson (N. T. Lexicon, p. 119) says, “In the 
earliest Latin versions of the New Testament, as for 
example the Ilala, which Augustine regarded as the 
best of all, and which goes back apparently to the 
second century and to usage connected with the apos¬ 
tolic age, the Greek word Baptizo is uniformly given 
in the Latin form baptizo, and is never translated by 
immergo or any like word; showing that there was 
something in the rite of baptism to which the latter 
did not correspond.” 

Does not this rule out immergo as the meaning of 
baptizot Most certainly. 

The Vulgate version, by St. Jerome, does the same 
as the Itala, and he is considered the most scholarly of 
the Latin Fathers. Why is this ? Why do these Latin 
scholars invariably transfer the Greek word, instead of 
translating it, into their translations and language? 
If immergo exactly translated baptizo, why did they 
not use it? We have repeatedly asked our neighbors 
for an explanation of this fact, but they either remain 
silent or talk about something else. 

The fact is, baptizo did not mean immerse in the 
New Testament, and these Latin scholars knew it; and 
so, instead of using immergo as a translation, they 
transferred the Greek word into their Latin versions 
to speak for itself. In this they acted wisely, and in 
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the interest of truth; and they arc sustained in this by 
the great lexicographers. 

Schlcusner, while defining baptiso in the Classics to 
mean “ immerse, dip, or plunge into water,” carefully 
adds, " In this signification it is never used in the New 
Testament.” Then he adds, “ Second, it signifies to 
cleanse, to wash, to purify with water. Thus it is 
used in the New Testament (Mark 7. 4:), and from 
the markets unless they are baptized (in certain codices 
it reads, are sprinkled ), they do not eat (Luke 11. 
38 0.” 

Stokius (one of the greatest) says, “Topically (1) 
it is by a metalepsis, to wash, to cleanse, because any¬ 
thing is wont to be dipped or immersed in water that 
it may be washed or cleansed; although the washing 
or cleansing can be and generally is performed by 
sprinkling the water (Mark 7. 4:, Luke II. 38:). 
Hence it is transferred to the sacrament of baptism, 

etc.3. By metaphor, it designates (a) the 

miraculous effusion (effusionem) of the Holy Spirit 
upon the apostles and other believers, as well because 
of the abundance of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, even 
as anciently the water was copiously poured upon 
(copiose affundebalur) the baptized, or they were im¬ 
mersed deep in the water, etc.” 

Both these learned lexicographers testify that the 
classic sense (immerse, etc.) is not the New Testament 
sense; but that the idea in the New Testament is 
“washing.or cleansing by affusion (sprinkling, pour¬ 
ing) •” 

But it is a pity that they mar their valuable lexicons 
by giving " dip " as one of its meanings, because it is 

But the most surprising is the blunder of Dr. J. H. 
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Thayer in his New Testament lexicon, purporting to 
be the most elaborate and scholarly standard work 
extant. His first and main definition of baptizo is, 
"To dip repeatedly”; and, if his life depended on it, 
he could not cite one instance in all classic Greek liter¬ 
ature where baptizo is so used. He cannot cite one 
instance where it plainly means " to dip,” much more 
“ to dip repeatedly.” We boldly challenge him or any 
one to produce one instance from any classic writer, 
where its action is a repeated dipping. 

And Liddell & Scott’s Classical Greek Lexicon is 
guilty of the same inexcusable blunder. Let these 
authors prove the correctness of this definition or ex¬ 
punge it from their lexicons. Liddell & Scott have 
already made changes, at least twice, at the demands 
of the Baptists: now let them make this change for 
the sake of truth and accuracy. 

One thing is certain: baptizo does not mean immerse 
in the New Testament; for immerse drowns, while 
baptizo does not. Nor does it mean sprinkle or pour — 
has no such meanings there, but it expresses washing 
or cleansing —a condition of purity. Condition is the 
idea in baptizo — work never undone — once baptized, 
always baptized — remains so — fixed condition. 

A person’s life may render his baptism worthless, 
but cannot unbaptize him — that endures. 

Doubtless this is one reason why the Lord selected 
this word to designate a permanent ordinance in his 
Church. And as it was used at least three hundred 
years before Christ to express cleansing by the appli¬ 
cation of water without any reference to the manner 
of applying it, it was just the word he wanted; for 
he did not care so much about how the water should 
be applied as that the condition of purity should be 
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attained and expressed. Cleansing was to be attained; 
how that cleansing might be secured was a matter of 
little moment, because there are so many different 
ways of attaining it. So the Lord chose baptiso to 
designate the Christian ordinance, baptism by water, 
because it expressed his idea exactly—cleansing (pu¬ 
rity) by the application of water without any refer¬ 
ence whatever to the manner of its application. 

How to do it is not the baptism; it is what is effected 
by the application of water in the name of the Trinity, 
no matter how performed; so that, if one person is 
baptized by sprinkling, another by pouring, and a third 
by immersing, each one is baptized — not because of 
the mode by which it was effected, but that in each case 
water was applied to the candidate in the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Nor are there in con¬ 
sequence three baptisms, but three ways of attaining 
the same result — of securing the condition , baptism. 

Why, then, contend over the mode, something un¬ 
important, and overlook the grand result desired —. 
purity (cleansing) which water baptism symbolizes? 
Water baptism is simply an outward or symbolic rite — 
an outward sign of an inward work, representing heart 
cleansing by the blood of Christ, and renewing by the 
Holy Spirit. This latter is the real, of which the other 
is only the symbol; and it is folly to make so great ado 
over the latter at the expense of the former. Why 
should the way to perform a symbol baptism so engross 
the minds of men that they almost lose sight of the 
real? 

Mr. Campbell (Baptism, p. 167) says, “ The diverse 
washings of cups, pots, brazen vessels, tables, couches, 
persons, and things mentioned among the traditions 
of the elders and the institutions of the law, were for 
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ceremonial cleansing. Hence, all by immersion; inas¬ 
much as nothing was ever cleansed, since the world be¬ 
gan, by sprinkling water upon it.” 

Strange, that Mr. Campbell overlooked the fact that, 
“ ever since the world began,” the Lord has always 
cleansed the face of nature by sprinkling water from 
the clouds upon it, and never by any other way! What 
an inexcusable blunder! And how does his statement 
agree with Ez. 36. 25: “Then will I sprinkle clean 
zvater upon you, and ye shall be clean : from all your 
filthiness, and from all your idols will I cleanse you” ; 
and with Num. 8. 7: “ And thus, shalt thou do unto 
them, to cleanse them; Sprinkle zvater of purifying 
upon them, etc.”? Besides, we have shown that the 
ceremonial cleansings of the law were performed by 
sprinkling, every one of them, representing the cleans¬ 
ing of the heart by the sprinkling of the blood of 
Jesus. Mr. Campbell’s statement is not true; biblical 
zvashings and cleansings are effected by the sprinkling 
of the purifying element. Dr. J. Ditzler (Baptism, 
p. 238, 239) says, “ Immerse never means to wash in 

any language on earth.Neither has immerse any 

necessary or philological relation or necessary con¬ 
nection with wash, as things are most generally 
zaashed in nature by the water coming in contact with 
them, and by infinite odds mostly by sprinkling and 
pouring. Every leaf, herb, tree, spear of grass, rock, 
hill, house, fence, all things in nature are constantly 
washed, cleansed from soiling, defiling elements by the 
rain. Indeed immerse as often applies to things that 
defile, corrupt, soil, as to purifying elements. Things 
are immersed in filth, mud, liog-styes, filthy pools, 
stenchy vats, sinks of all kinds. Nay, merely dipping 
or immersing in clear water does not necessarily zvash 
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or cleanse, does not at all. Merely dip a dirty garment 
in clear water and you will make poor headway in 
washing it, especially by one single dip." 

These remarks of Dr. Ditzler are to the point, and 
conclusive — immerse and wash are not synonymous, 
and do not produce like results. 

Baptizo was used, at least three hundred years before 
Christ, to express washing or cleansing by the appli¬ 
cation of water as we find by turning to the Septua- 
gint, 2 Kings 5. 10-14. 

Example 1. Sept. 4, Kings 5.10, and 14 (2 Kings) : 
“ And Elisha sent a messenger unto him, saying, Go 
wash (lousai) seven times in the Jordan, and thy flesh 
shall return to thee, and thou shalt be cleansed.” 

“ And Naaman went down and baptized himself 
(ebaptisato) in the Jordan seven times, and his flesh 
came back as the flesh of a little child, and he was 
cleansed.” 

The Hebrew word rachats is here translated by louo, 
and by wash in our version. It means wash, bathe. 
Rabbi Furst (the great Hebrew lexicographer) says, 
“ It’s primary meaning is to flow, pour out, drip.” 

The Hebrew word tabal is here translated by bap¬ 
tizo, and by dip in our version. 

We have proved that baptizo never means dip, and 
Dr. Young (Concordance, p. 256) gives " moisten, be¬ 
sprinkle” as the primary meaning of tabal, which is 
doubtless its meaning here. And this is confirmed by 
Rabbi Furst, who defines "tabal, to moisten (rigare), 
wet (tingere); therefore to dip, to immerse, primary 
meaning, to moisten, to besprinkle." 

It must be remembered that the Septuagint is classic 
Greek, translated from the Hebrew about 285 B. C., 
and before baptizo meant to immerse; and while it was 
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Ill 

used to express washing or cleansing by the application 
of water or other fluid without any reference to the 
manner of applying it, as we have shown in our exam¬ 
ination of the Classics. It expressed the idea of wash 
or cleanse at least one hundred years before it did that 
of immerse; therefore it was the proper word for the 
translators to use here to express the idea of cleansing 
by the application of water in compliance with the 
command, “ Go, wash “ to be cleansed from the lep- 

In addition to this, the instructions of the law in 
regard to the cleansing from leprosy was that it 
be done by sprinkling. Let us read. Lev. 14. 5-7: 

“ And the priest shall command that one of the birds 
be killed in an earthen vessel over running water. As 
for the living bird, he shall take it, and the cedar wood, 
and the scarlet, and the hyssop, and shall dip them and 
the living bird in the blood of the bird that was killed 
over the running water: And he shall sprinkle upon 
him that is to be cleansed from the leprosy seven times, 
and shall pronounce him clean.” So Naaman was in¬ 
structed, “ Go, wash in the Jordan (running water) 
seven times." He went, and baptized himself (by fol¬ 
lowing the instructions given, and as required in the 
law) by sprinkling the running water of the Jordan 
upon the leprous part seven times, and “ he was 
cleansed.” No doubt the leprosy was only on a cer¬ 
tain part (local) of his body, not all over it; for, had 
the leprosy covered his whole body, he would not 
have been retained as “ captain of the host of the king 
of Syria,” but driven from society entirely. 

Besides, the narrative proves it, thus, 2 Kings 5. 11: 
“ Naaman said, Behold, I thought, He will surely 
come out to me, and stand, and call on the name of the 
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Lord his God, and strike his hand over the place, and 
recover the leper." This settles it: the leprous place 
was only a small part of his body, over which a hand 
could be placed; therefore he did not immerse his en¬ 
tire body in the waters of the Jordan. 

Shall we be informed that the law (See Lev. 14.9) 
commanded the leper to wash his whole body in water, 
and this is what Elisha instructed him to do? We 
answer, The law required him only to wash his body 
once on the first and seventh days; but the “seven 
times” was the instruction for sprinkling the cleans¬ 
ing element upon the leper — in the Hebrew’s case 
the " blood of the bird killed over running water” — 
in Naaman’s case the running waters of the Jordan. 
This cleansing was performed by sprinkling. Will it 
be insisted that Naaman dipped himself, because tabal 
is generally translated dip in our version ? We reply 
that dip does not require envelopment in the element 
as these examples show. Lev. 14. 6: “ And shall dip 
them and the living bird in the blood of the bird that 
was killed, etc.” Also, Lev. 14. 15-16: “And the 
priest shall take some of the log of oil, and pour it into 
the palm of his own left hand: and the priest shall dip 
his right finger in the oil that is in his left hand, and 
shall sprinkle of the oil with his finger seven times 
before the Lord.” In both these examples dip requires 
only contact with the blood and oil, and any more under 
the circumstances would be an impossibility. 

Again, the first use of tabal is translated by the Sep- 
tuagint by moluno, which primarily means to slain, 
thus: Gen. 37. 31: " And stained (emolunau; the 
coat with the blood.” 

This was all that Joseph’s brethren could do with the 
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Example 2. Apocrypha, Judith 12. 7-9: “Then 
Holofemes commanded his guard that they should not 
stay her; thus she abode in the camp three days, and 
went out in the night into the valley of Bethulia, and 
washed herself in a fountain of water by the camp. 
And when she came out she besought the Lord God 
of Israel to direct her way to the raising up of the 
children of her people. So she came in clean, and re¬ 
mained in the tent, until she did eat her meat at 
evening.” 

In the Septuagint it reads, “ And baptised (ebap- 
tizeto) herself in the camp by (epi, upon) the spring 
of water.” Baptiso is here used in the same sense as in 
2 Kings 3. 14:, a ceremonial cleansing. 

Example 3. Apocrypha, Ecclesiasticus 34. 25-26: 
(Sept. Sophia Seirach, 34. 30-31): “He that washeth 
himself after the touching of a dead body, if he touch 
it again, what availeth his washing? So it is with 
a man that fasteth for his sins, and goeth again, and 
doeth the same: who will hear his prayer? or what 
doth his humbling profit him? 

In the Septuagint it reads, “ Having baptized him¬ 
self (baptizomenos), and again touching it, etc.” 

This ceremonial cleansing was also performed by 
sprinkling the water of purifying upon him. True, in 
these cases they were instructed to bathe the whole 
body in water, but this did not accomplish the cere¬ 
monial washing or cleansing, which made them legally 
clean. Josephus, Ant., 4. 4, 6: “ When therefore any 
persons were defiled by a dead body, they put a little 
of these ashes into spring water, with hyssop, and dip¬ 
ping part of these ashes in it, they sprinkled them with 
it, both on the third day, and on the seventh, and after 
that they were clean.” 
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So these legal cleansings, performed by sprinkling, 
were called baptisms, because baptizo was the word, 
that at this time, no matter how performed, expressed 
washing or cleansing from defilement. Judith’s self¬ 
baptism is a clear case, for she would not immerse or 
bathe herself in the drinking fountain ot the camp. 

Even Dr. Conant (p. 85) says, “ According to the 
common Greek text, this.was done at the fountain." 
Dr. Carson (p. 456) says, " It is true that the exact 
rendering is, immersed herself at a fountain, not in a 
fountain. The immersion is not proved by the prepo¬ 
sition, but by the verb; and though at a fountain does 
not signify in a fountain, yet it is consistent with it.” 

He continues (p. 457), “We have no testimony on 
the subject, but that contained in the word baft iso, and 
that testimony asserts immersion.” Here Dr. Carson 
admits, that the only proof for immersion in this exam¬ 
ple must be found in baptizo; but we have shown that 
at this time it did not mean immerse, and not until a 
hundred years afterwards. 

No clear case of its meaning to sink is found in any 
Greek writer until the writings of Polybius, about 170 
B. C. 

These examples from the Septuagint show that bap- 
tizo expressed, at that time, the idea contained in our 
English words wash and cleanse, and effected cere¬ 
monial purity; and that classic writers used the word 
to express purifying. Let us see if it is so used in 
the New Testament. 

Example 1. John 3, 25-26; “Then there arose a 
question between some of John’s disciples and the 
Jews about purifying. And they came unto John, and 
said unto him, Rabbi, he that was with thee beyond 
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Jordan, to whom thou bearest witness, behold, the same 
baptizeth, and all men come unto him.” 

This passage shows that the idea of purification or 
cleansing was expressed by baptize in the Savior’s day 
as well as in classic times; for the evangelist, after 

stating that “John was baptizing in Enon.and 

they came and were baptized,” adds, “ Then there arose 
a question between some of John’s disciples and the 
Jews about purifying”; and then says, they went to 
John about the question of baptism. 

The Jewish purifications and John’s baptism were so 
similar, that the two became a subject of dispute be¬ 
tween the Jews and them, showing that baptizo was 
still used to express the idea of cleansing or purifica¬ 
tion. But the Jewish purifications were invariably per¬ 
formed by affusion — not one by immersion in any¬ 
thing. 

Dr. Dale (Jud. Bap., p. 354) says, "There is no 
evidence to show, that in a single instance for fifteen 
hundred years, the body was dipped into water in 
effecting a Jewish purification.” 

He states the truth. And, when the Jews saw John’s 
and Jesus’ disciples baptising, they were reminded of 

by affusion invariably. 

Example 2. Mark 7. 1-8: “Then came together 
unto him the Pharisees, and certain of the scribes, 
which came from Jerusalem. And when they saw 
some of his disciples eat bread with defiled, that is to 
say, with unwashen (aniptois) hands, they found fault. 
For the Pharisees, and all the Jews, except they wash 
(nipsontai) their hands oft, eat not, holding the tradi¬ 
tion of the elders. And when they come from the mar¬ 
ket, except they wash (baptisontai), they eat not. And 
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many other things there be, which they have received 
to hold, as the washing (baptismous) of cups, and pots, 
brazen vessels, and of tables. Then the Pharisees and 
scribes asked him, Why walk not thy disciples accord¬ 
ing to the tradition of the elders, but eat bread with 
unwashen (koinais) hands. He answered and said 
unto them, Well hath Esaias prophesied of you hypo¬ 
crites, as it is written, This people honoureth me with 
their lips, but their heart is far from me. Howbeit in 
vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the 
commandments of men. For laying aside the com¬ 
mandment of God, ye hold the tradition of men, as the 
washing (baptismous) of pots and cups: and many 
other such like things ye do.” 

Also, 

Example 3. Luke 11. 37-41: " And as he spake, a 
certain Pharisee.besought him to dine with him: and 
he went in, and sat down to meat. And when the 
Pharisee saw it, he marvelled that he had not first 
washed (cbaptistliae) before dinner. And the Lord 
said unto him, Now do ye Pharisees make clean the 
outside of the cup and the platter; but your inward part 
is full of ravening and wickedness. Ye fools, did not 
he, that made that which is without, make that which 
is within also. But rather give alms of such things as 
ye have; and, behold, all things are clean unto you.” 

The reference in these examples is plainly to cere¬ 
monial washings; and baptiso is here used to express 
the idea of purification they effect. And the New 
Testament teaches that baptiso means to wash for 
cleansing. And it is very evident that these washings 
were performed by affusion, because the custom in that 
day was to wash the hands by pouring the water upon 
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Both Schlcusncr and Stokius (as we have seen) de¬ 
fine bapliso, “to wash, to cleanse by affusion,” and 
quote these passages in proof. 

Dr. Young, in his great “Analytical Concordance” 
(p. J034) in citing these passages, defines it "to pour 
out." Dr. Robinson (N. T. Lexicon, p. 117) says, “ In 
N. T., to wash, to lave, to cleanse by washing; Mid. 
and Pass, aor. 1 in Mid. sense, to wash oneself, i. c.: 
one’s hands or person, to perform ablution; Luke 11. 
38:, comp, the like circumstances in Mark 7. 2-3:, 
where it is niptomai, and see in pugmae. Also Mark 

7.4:” 

He (p. 118) adds, “ In Hellenistic usage, and espe¬ 
cially in reference to the rite of baptism, it would seem 
to have expressed not always simply immersion, but the 
more general idea of ablution or affusion. This appears 
from the following considerations: The circumstances 
narrated Luke 11. 38:, compared with those in Mark 
7. 2-4, where nipto is employed, implying according 
to oriental custom a pouring of water on the hands, see 
in Nipto and 2 Kings 3. 11 (Elisha poured water 
on the hands of Elijah) ; likewise the use of baptismos 
Mark 7. 4, 8.” 

McClintock & Strong’s Cyclopaedia, vol. I., p. 640 
(also Kitto), commenting on these passages, says, 
“ These instances are chiefly valuable as bearing on the 
question of the mode of baptism; they show that no 
special mode is indicated by the mere use of the word 
baptize, for the washing of cups, of couches, and of 
persons is accomplished in a different manner in each 
case: in the first by dipping, or immersing, or rinsing, 
or pouring, or simply wiping with a wet cloth; in the 
second by aspersion and wiping; and in the third by 
plunging or stepping into the bath." It adds (p. 647), 
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“ In the New Testament it generally means to purify 
by tlie application of water.” 

Dean Alford (Commentary, Greek N. T., p. 357, vol. 
I.) says, "These baptisnioi, as applied to klinon 
(meaning probably here couches used at meals), were 
certainly not immersions, but sprinklings or affusions 
of water.” As he is one of the greatest Greek scholars 
of England, his statement has great weight. Again 
(Com. vol. I, p. 556) on Luke II. 38, he says, “ This 
use of the word shows that it did not imply necessarily 
immersion of the whole body; for it was only the 
hands which the Pharisees washed before meat.” 

Lange, Com. on Matt., p. 68, says, “ In ordinary 
lustrations, the person to be baptized sprinkled himself 
with the water of baptism.” 

Lange’s testimony is conclusive in our favor, because 
he is an immersionist, and shows how these purifica¬ 
tions (cleansings) were performed. More than this, 
the earliest Greek manuscripts, the Codex Vaticanus, 
and Sinaiticus, both translate baptisontai by rhantison- 
tai, and read “ Sprinkle themselves ” instead of “bap¬ 
tize themselves from the market.” 

Dr. A. Clarke (Com., vol. 5, p. 311) says, "The 
famous Code.x Vaticanus, eight others, and Euthy- 
mius, have rhantisontai, sprinkle.” 

Example 4. Hebrews 9. 10: “ Which stood only in 
meals and drinks, and divers washings (dia'phorois 
baptismois), and carnal ordinances, imposed on them 
until the time of reformation.” 

Here the apostle calls the ceremonial washings or 
purifications of the law " different baptisms,” and they 
were all performed by affusion. 

Kitto, commenting on this passage (Cyclopaedia, p. 
292) says, “ That these were ritual baptisms practiced 
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by the Jews, there can be no doubt, and the connection, 
in which the apostle introduces the expression, strongly 
favors the conclusion that he refers under it to the 
sprinkling of the blood upon the altar, and the sprink¬ 
ling of the unclean with the water of separation.” 

McClintock & Strong’s Cyclopedia (vol. I., p. 647) 
says, “ As the word baptizo is used to express the 
various ablutions among the Jews, such as sprinkling, 
pouring, etc. (Heb. 9. 10:), for the custom of washing 
before meals, and the washing of household furniture, 
pots, etc., it. is evident from hence that it does not ex¬ 
press the manner of doing a thing, whether by immer¬ 
sion or affusion, but only the thing done — that is, 
washing, or the application of water in some form or 

Our examination of the use of baptiso proves these 
statements to be correct. 

The prophecies concerning the Lord were not that he 
should come to immerse, but to purify (Mai. 3. 3), “He 
shall purify the sons of Levi, etc.” So, when John 
came baptizing, the Jews asked him, “ Why baptizes! 
thou then, if thou be not that Christ, etc.” As they saw 
him applying water for purification, they think of the 
coming purilicr; but when he denies being the Christ, 
they inquire, “Why baptizest thou (perform the cere¬ 
mony of purification) then” ? 

Also the “ water-pots of stone, after the maimer of 
purifying of the Jews (John 2, 6), contained two 
or thiee firkins apiece,” not for purification by immer¬ 
sion but by affusion. 

So far our examination of the New Testament use 
of baptizo shows that it applies the water to the person, 
not the person to the water — nothing that requires 
immersion in water. 
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The New Testament teaches that water baptism is 
a symbol baptism, symbolizes the baptism of the Holy 
Spirit, the outward sign of an inward work. 

Example I. Mark I. 8: “I indeed have baptized 
you with water: but he shall baptize you with the 
Holy Ghost.” 

Example 2. Matt. 3. 11: “I indeed baptize you 
with water unto repentance: but he that cometh after 
me is mightier than I, whose shoes I am not worthy 
to bear: he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost, 
and with fire.” 

Examples. Matt. 3.16: " And Jesus, token he was 
baptized, went up straightway out of the water: and 
lo, the heavens were opened unto him, and he saw the 
Spirit of God descending like a dove, and lighting 
upon him.” 

Example 4. John 1. 31-34: “ And I knew him not: 
but that he should be made manifest to Israel, there¬ 
fore am I come baptizing with zvater. And John bare 
record, saying, I saw the Spirit descending from hea¬ 
ven like a dove, and it abode upon him. And I knew 
him not: but he that sent me to baptize zvith zvater, 
the same said unto me, Upon whom thou shalt see 
the Spirit descending, and remaining on him, the same 
is he which baptizeth with the Holy Ghost. And I 
saw, and bare record that this is the Son of God.” 

Thus we see that one symbolizes the other, even from 
the beginning of John’s work. 

And so teaches the Lord himself, thus; Acts 1. 5: 
“ For John truly baptized with zvater; but ye shall be 
baptized with the Holy Ghost not many days hence.” 

And so taught Peter on the day of Pentecost. Acts 
2. 38: “ Then Peter said unto them, Repent, and be 
baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ 
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for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift 
of the Holy Ghost.” 

Acts 10. 44-48: “ While Peter yet spake these words, 
the Holy Ghost fell on all them which heard the word. 
And they of the circumcision which believed were as¬ 
tonished, as many as came with Peter, because that 
on the Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the Holy 
Ghost. For they heard them speak with tongues, and 
magnify God. Then answered Peter, Can any man 
forbid water, that these should not be baptised, which 
have received the Holy Ghost as well as we ? And he 
commanded them to be baptized in the name of the 
Lord.” 

Acts II. 15-17: “ And as I began to speak, the Holy 
Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginning. Then 
remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he said, 
John indeed baptized with water; but ye shall be bap¬ 
tized with the Holy Ghost.” 

Paul also teaches the same, thus: 

Acts 19. 1-7: “And it came to pass, that, while 
Apollos was at Corinth, Paul having passed through 
the upper coasts came to Ephesus; and finding certain 
disciples, he said unto them, Have ye received the Holy 
Ghost since ye believed ? And they said unto him, We 
have not so much as heard whether there be any Holy 
Ghost. And he said unto them, Unto what then were 
ye baptised? And they said, Unto John’s baptism. 
Then said Paul, John verily baptized with the baptism 
of repentance, saying unto the people, that they should 
believe on him which should come after him, that is, 
on Christ Jesus. When they heard this, they were 
baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. And when 
Paul had laid his hands upon them, the Holy Ghost 
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came on them; and they spake with tongues and proph¬ 
esied. And all the men were about twelve.” 

These passages show that the two are closely asso¬ 
ciated with each other, and that one symbolizes the 
other, because one is performed by man, and the other 
by the Lord. The Lord’s baptism with the Holy 
Spirit performs the real work of transforming and 
renewing the whole being of all who receive it, while 
man’s baptism with water can only symbolize this in¬ 
ward purity or cleansing wrought in the heart by “ the 
blood of sprinkling” and impartation of the Holy 
Spirit. And as the one word ba'ptizo is used in the 
same sentence for both, it follows conclusively, that 
the manner of performing them must be the same, 
unless it is conceded that “the word” is not con¬ 
fined to one way of performing baptism. 

Should this be conceded, our neighbors lose their 
cause. If not conceded, their cause is as hopelessly 
lost; for either horn of the dilemma is death to them. 
Either water and Spirit baptism are both performed 
in the same way, or there are at least two proper and 
different ways of performing baptism. 

Will they still insist that baptism can only be per¬ 
formed in one way? Then, as the New Testament 
does not tell how water baptism is performed, we must 
turn our attention to the Spirit baptism, and learn 
how the Lord performs it. 

Mark, it is not what is done in Spirit baptism, but 
how does the Lord administer it — apply the element. 
This point must not be lost sight of. If we can ascer¬ 
tain how the Lord baptizes, we will make no mistake 
if we administer it precisely as he does. How does he 
apply the element. Acts 2. 2-4: “ And suddenly there 
came a sound from heaven as of a rushing mighty 
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wind, and it filled all the house where they were sitting. 
And there appeared unto them cloven tongues like as 
of fire, and it sat upon each of them. And they were 
all filled with the Holy Ghost, and began to speak 
with other tongues, as the Spirit gave them utter- 

The word here translated sound should be echo 
(echos), for that is the Greek word; and this echo 
filled the house, announcing the coining Spirit. Here 
we are told zvhat was done, “all filled with the Holy 
Ghost," but not how until Peter explains, verses 16-18: 
“ But this is that which was spoken by the prophet 
Joel; and it shall come to pass in the last days, saith 
God, I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh: and 
your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, and your 
young men shall see visions, and your old men shall 
dream dreams: And on my servants and on my hand¬ 
maidens I will pour out in those days of my Spirit; and 
they shall prophesy.” 

This informs us that the element was poured out 
upon them, applied to the disciples, not them to it; thus 
taking us back to primary baptiso, which applied the 
element to the subject. The result was they were filled 
with the Spirit, baptised; and it was performed by 
affusion. Peter explains still further (verse 33), 
“ Therefore being by the right hand of God exalted, 
and having received of the Father the promise of the 
Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this, which ye now see 
and hear.” This more fully explains the modus oper¬ 
ands of this baptism by the Lord — the Spirit was 
“shed forth ” — a (fused — affusion expressing both 
sprinkling and pouring. 

While we admit that the "pouring out” — “shed¬ 
ding forth “ of the Spirit upon the disciples was not the 
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baptism, we claim that this affusing the Spirit upon 
them did baptise them; and that the Lord did perform 
this baptism by affusion, and there is no way to avoid 
the conclusion. 

Does the Lord know how to baptize, and docs he 
understand the real meaning and use of baptisof Dare 
Dr. Carson and his brethren order the Lord to school, 
as he (Carson, p. 384) threatened the angel Gabriel? 

Now, then, if there is “ one only way to baptize,” 
affusion is that way, and immersion is ruled out; and, 
if there is more than one way, then the Baptist cause is 
hopelessly lost. It is in either case. 

The next mention of the receiving of the Holy Spirit 
is in Acts 8. 15-17: “Who, when they were come 
down, prayed for them that they might receive the 
Holy Ghost: (For as yet he was fallen upon none of 
them: only they were baptized in the name of the Lord 
Jesus). Then laid they their hands on them, and they 
received the Holy Ghost.” 

How did they receive him? He fell upon them and 
filled them as he did the disciples at Pentecost; not 
by their falling, or being put, into the Spirit. 

Shall we be told that this instance is not the baptism 
but the gift of the Holy Spirit? We reply, by demand¬ 
ing the proof of such distinction — that there are two 
impartations of the Spirit, the one called the baptism, 
the other the gift of the Holy Spirit. Where does the 
New Testament so teach? Are we informed that verse 
20 calls this instance the gift, thus, “ Because thou hast 
thought that the gift of God may be purchased with 
money,” and also Acts 2. 38, where Peter informs his 
hearers that they " shall receive the gift of the Holy 
Ghost”? We ask, Wherein does the baptism differ 
from the gift? Are we answered, “ The one is always 
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accompanied with miraculous powers, and the other 
not”? We deny any such distinction, and will prove 
they are the same. Acts io. 44-47: “While Peter 
yet spake these words, the Holy Ghost fell on all them 

which heard the word.on the Gentiles also was 

poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost. For they 
heard them speak with tongues .which have re¬ 

ceived the Holy Ghost as well as we." 

Notice these important facts — it is called “ the gift 
of the Holy Spirit ”— it is accompanied with miracu¬ 
lous powers — they “spoke with tongues”; — it was 
the same (and received in the same way) that the apos¬ 
tles received at Pentecost — “on the Gentiles also 

was poured out," etc.“as well as we.” Again 

the element “was poured out" — "fell on them." 
Acts 11. 15-17: “ And as I began to speak, the Holy 
Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginning. Then 
remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he said, 
John indeed baptized with water; but ye shall be bap¬ 
tized with the Holy Ghost. Forasmuch then as God 
gave them the like gift as he did unto us, who believed 
on the Lord Jesus Christ, what was I that I could 
withstand God?” 

Here Peter calls what they received both " the bap¬ 
tism," and “the gift, of the Holy Spirit”—“the like 
gift unto us.” They received the same baptism, the 
same gift, and in the same way — no difference. What 
more need wc; for Peter declares that the element “ fell 
on them " in both instances. 

This is invariably done when baptism is performed 
by affusion, but never so when performed by immer¬ 
sion. It follows then, if baptism can be performed only 
in one way, that both John and the Lord baptized by 
affusion, not by immersion: because the Lord, in 
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speaking of both baptisms in the same sentence, uses 
the same word, baptizo. When Peter saw the element 
falling on the Gentiles, he was reminded of the Lord’s 
words, " John indeed baptized with water, but ye shall 
be baptized with the Holy Ghost,” which proves that 
in John's baptism the element fell on his subjects also. 
The falling clement would remind him, not of immer¬ 
sion, but of affusion; especially when affusion was 
the Lord’s way of performing baptism. 

Again, Acts 19. 2-6: " He said unto them, Have ye 

received the Holy Ghost since ye believed?. 

When they heard this, they were baptized in the name 
of the Lord Jesus. And when Paul had laid his hands 
upon them, the Holy Ghost came on them; and they 
spake with tongues, and prophesied.” 

Again it is stated that “the Spirit came on them, 
and the gift was accompanied with miraculous powers. 
In every instance of Spirit baptism, the Spirit is 
"poured out”—"shed forth" — "fell," "came on them," 
and this our Baptist neighbors are compelled to admit. 
But, while admitting it, they dodge the issue by assert¬ 
ing that the “ pouring out ” was not the baptism, but 
that it resulted in an immersion, which was the bap¬ 
tism. This we deny, and demand the proof. We also 
deny that the "pouring out” was the baptism, but 
. affirm that the baptism was performed by it. In this 
shifting to evade being cornered, they have come over 
on our ground; for our position is, that the manner of 
performing it is not baptism — that neither sprinkling, 
pouring, nor immersing, is baptism, but a way to do it. 
But, then, they slip in immersion, which is begging the 
question, assuming as proved what is in dispute. Let 
them prove immersion alone is baptism, before making 
such an assertion. 
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While we deny that sprinkling, pouring, or immers¬ 
ing, is baptism, we teach that, while the Lord is "pour¬ 
ing out ’’ his Spirit upon the disciples, he is baptizing 
them, and our neighbors cannot deny it. 

This proves that baptism can be, and has been, per¬ 
formed by affusion, and this disproves the' theory of 
our neighbors. See their inconsistency! They admit 
the "pouring out,” and that baptism was the result; 
and yet they vehemently declare that no baptism can 
be performed by affusion and utterly refuse to recog¬ 
nize one so performed. 

When we show them that Spirit baptisms are so 
performed, they instantly drop that subject as though 
it were hot iron, and talk eloquently about the effect 
produced, and say the modus operandi has nothing to 
do with it. 

If this is the true way to perform Spirit baptism, 
is it not also the true way for water baptism ? The an¬ 
swer must be, It is. 

But our neighbors affirm that the disciples were 
overwhelmed in the Spirit, and this is really an immer¬ 
sion. We deny the overwhelming; that would have 
been destructive to them. They were filled with the 
Spirit, not overwhelmed in it. “ Shedding forth ” the 
Spirit is too mild for an overwhelming. There is noth¬ 
ing in the record about an overwhelming. It is only a 
subterfuge. Our neighbors feel the force of our ex¬ 
position and argument, but dislike to admit its truth. 

In discussion with a Baptist champion we pressed 
these points in argument, when he replied, “If you 
will pour your candidates for baptism, until they are 
as completely overwhelmed with water as the apostles 
were with the Holy Spirit, I shall have no objection 
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to receiving them as members without any farther bap¬ 
tism." 

We replied, “If you have any candidates, who 
desire to be baptized by the scriptural mode of pouring, 
send them to us, and we will pour water on them until 
they are satisfied." 

Did he not virtually admit that pouring could per¬ 
form a baptism? 

Mr. Ford (Baptism, p. 117) says, “ The Holy Spirit, 
considered in its influences as poured out and shed 
abroad, is indeed, in the Scriptures, appropriately re¬ 
garded as a baptismal element, and, as such, is directly 
contrasted with water.” 

Here he admits that the baptismal element is "poured 
out and shed abroad,” when the Lord baptizes. This 
decides the question in our favor, and we shall pour 
the baptizing element upon our candidates, until we 
are convinced that the Lord does not know how to bap¬ 
tize. 

Again, in reviewing Dr. Dale he (Baptism, p. 128) 
says, “ We are glad to agree with our author so far as 
this — that a symbol — baptism of the body may be 
effected by water; he effecting by the way of sprinkling, 
we by the way of immersion. Which mode of using 
the water best represents the normal force of baplizo, 
and the real baptism of the soul into repentance and in¬ 
to Christ, we leave our readers to judge. It is con¬ 
ceded by our author that John practiced a water-rite as 
a symbol of spiritual baptism. A ‘symbol,’ we sup¬ 
pose, denotes something having a ‘resemblance.’ ” 

In this extract Mr. Ford makes several admissions, 
fatal to his cause — that baptism may be performed by 
sprinkling — that water baptism is a symbol of Spirit 
baptism — and that a symbol denotes a resemblance. 
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Since he admits that “ baptism may be effected by 
sprinkling" the controversy is ended, and our practice 
is approved. And, since water baptism is a symbol of 
Spirit baptism, it must resemble it, and therefore must 
be also effected by affusion; for wherein does immer¬ 
sion resemble affusion? In no respect whatever. 

The only resemblance between the symbol and real 
baptism is in applying the element to the subject. It 
follows, then, that water baptism must be performed by 
affusion, if the Spirit baptism is the model. 

In our examination of the Classics we found baptizo 
used in different ways, and expressing various ideas. 

Using the word to express the impartation of the 
Spirit to his people shows which classic use the Lord 
selected, and explains to us his reasons therefor. The 
Greeks saw a man drinking wine, and it pervaded his 
whole body, and intoxicated him, and they said he was 
baptised with wine. So far as baptizo was concerned 
the man remained in that baptized (drunken) condition, 
and would, so long as the wine within him retained its 
baptizing (intoxicating) power. This idea expressed 
what the Lord purposed in the impartation of the Holy 
Spirit. This was the word to select; it expressed his 
design and idea exactly. 

He would fill his disciples with the Spirit, until the 
Spirit pervaded their entire being, baptising them; 
making as complete a change in their spiritual nature 
as the wine made in the physical nature of those drink- 
: ng it, bringing them completely under his influence 
and power, as the Lord had said to them (Acts i. 8), 
“ But ye shall receive power, after that the Holy Ghost 
is come upon you: and ye shall be witnesses unto me 
both in Jerusalem, and in all Judea, and in Samaria, 
and unto the uttermost part of the earth.” Here, again, 
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we are told that the Spirit was to "come upon them,” 
not put them into him, nor " overwhelmed ” by him. 
No, no! They received power from him when he 
" came upon them ”— made them bold and strong. 

The whole and only teaching of Spirit baptism is, 
Apply the element to the subject. 

And, when the disciples were filled (baptized) with 
the Spirit, they acted so strangely that they were ac¬ 
cused of drunkenness — of being " full of new wine." 
Acts 2. 12-15 : “ And they were all amazed, and were 
in doubt, saying one to another, What meaneth this? 
Others mocking said, These men are full of new wine. 
But Peter, standing up with the eleven, lifted up his 
voice, and said unto them. Ye men of Judea, and all 
ye that dwell at Jerusalem, be this known unto you, 
and hearken to my words: For these are not drunken, 
as ye suppose, seeing it is but the third hour of the 

How plainly this shows which classic use the Lord 
employed, when he selected baptizo for this work. The 
disciples were filled (baptised) with the Holy Spirit, 
but acted like men filled (baptised) with wine; and, as 
in the case of the wine baptisms, by having the Spirit 
within, not outside of, them. This produced a baptised 
condition, which continued as long as the Spirit re¬ 
mained in them. Blessed Spirit, come upon us now — 
till us with thyself — permeate our entire being —make 
us all like thee, and dwell in us for evermore! 

Here we must expose the unfairness of our neigh¬ 
bors. Because we admit that a person, baptized by im¬ 
mersion, is baptized; they take advantage of us by mis¬ 
representing that admission and using it to convince 
persons that they are right and we are wrong. They 
ray to these, “ All admit immersion to be right, while 
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many scholars deny that sprinkling and pouring are; 
and, if you wish to be sure, choose immersion which no 
one calls in question, and you will make no mistake. 
Besides, a great many become dissatisfied with sprink¬ 
ling and pouring, while no one is ever dissatisfied 
with immersion.” 

We denounce all these statements as very unfair 
and dishonorable, because the intention is to convey 
the untruthful impression that we accept immersion 
as baptism because the New Testament so teaches. 
We neither admit nor believe any such thing. 

We admit immersion solely on the ground that it 
is one (very awkward) way of applying the water of 
baptism. A person is baptized with water, not because 
it was performed either by sprinkling, pouring, or 
immcising; but, because applied in the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. This, and this alone 
effects the baptism; and immersing is no more effectual 
in its performance than the others, and far more awk¬ 
ward and inconvenient. Nor does the New Testament 
leach it as the way to baptize, but, as we have seen, its 
teaching favors affusion. 

The best that can be said for immersion is, it is only 
an inference. If we should adhere strictly to scriptural 
teaching, we should deny that it was a proper way to 
baptize. If we were as bigoted and partisan as they, 
the number rejecting immersion would be greater than 
those rejecting affusion. Nor is it true that “ no one 
ever becomes dissatisfied with immersion.” We have 
known many such, and some who insisted on being 
baptized by affusion, because they felt that their im¬ 
mersion was not a scriptural baptism. 

This statement about being “ dissatisfied with affu¬ 
sion '* comes with very ill grace, because our neighbors 
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are incessantly using every means, fair and unfair, to 
cause persons to become dissatisfied with their baptism, 
so that they can proselyte them into their fold. If we 
worked as hard against immersion as they do against 
affusion we could show great dissatisfaction on the 
other side; but we lose nothing by leaving the choice 
of mode with our candidates, while their cause would 
be lost if they did. 

Another reason for preferring affusion is, that, when 
so baptizing, we apply the water to the candidate, and 
leave it on him — never remove it; while in immer¬ 
sion the candidate is put into the water, and then taken 
away from it, thus undoing what was done. When the 
Lord baptized the disciples with the Spirit, he left 
him with them — did not take him from them, nor 
them from him. How strongly this endorses affusion 1 
The Spirit is to remain — abide with them for ever; 
but it is so different with immersion. It symbolizes 
no such thing at all. 

To prove that immersion is the only baptism they 
refer to, Eph. 4. 5: “ One Lord, one faith, one bap- 

They quote it and use it as if it read, “ positively 
only one way to baptize,” and that one way must be im¬ 
mersion ; and so they boldly assert that, if baptism can 
be performed by sprinkling, pouring, or immersing, 
there are three baptisms, while Paul says, “ One bap¬ 
tism.” Also they assert, that if immersing is baptism, 
then sprinkling is not. We reply, Neither of them is; 
only ways of applying the water of baptism. 

Does this passage teach that baptism can only be 
performed in one way ? If so, then immersion must be 
rejected as spurious, and affusion accepted as the true 
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scriptural way; for we have shown that the Lord in¬ 
variably practices affusion, and they cannot deny it. 

If, as they assert, there is only “ one baptism,” ac¬ 
cording to this passage, how will we understand Acts 
i. 5: “ For John truly baptized with water, but ye 
shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost not many days 

Here the Lord teaches two baptisms — one per¬ 
formed by John, the other by himself — one with 
water, the other with the Holy Spirit. Which was the 
one baptism of Eph. 4. 5? Was the Lord ignorant 
of the fact that there was but one? No, no I There is 
only one real baptism — that the Lord administers. 
There is also a symbol baptism performed by man with 
water, symbolic of the other, which it must resemble in 
the way it is performed. 

Does baptiso require baptism to be performed in one 
way only? Let us see. 

In classic Greek is a man drowned in water baptized 
precisely as a man drunk with wine? Is a ship sunk 
to the bottom of the sea baptized in the same way as 
the men who were baptized with their tears or blood? 
Is a lady in a fainting tit baptized exactly as a city 
robbed by thieves ? We could ask more such questions, 
but it is not necessary. Should man administer water 
baptism in the same way as the Lord does Spirit bap¬ 
tism? Deny it, and the position “ only one way to bap¬ 
tize ” is overthrown; admit it, and the claim for ex¬ 
clusive immersion is scattered to the winds. We care 
not which horn of the dilemma our neighbors take; 
either is death to them. 

Is there only one baptism? Then what means Mark 
10. 38-39: “ But Jesus said unto them, Ye know not 
what ye ask: can ye drink of the cup that I drink of? 
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and be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized 
with? And they said unto him, We can. And Jesus 
said unto them. Ye shall indeed drink of the cup that 
I drink of; and with the baptism that I am baptized 
withal shall ye be baptized.” 

Is not still another baptism taught here ? What was 
this cup-baptism, and how was it performed? Luke 
12:50: "But I have a baptism to be baptized with; 
and how am I straitened till it be accomplished!” 

Is not this baptism different from that of water? 
How was it performed ? By crucifixion, another way 
to perform a baptism. If Eph. 4.5 teaches that there 
is only “ one baptism ” and one way to perform it, then 
affusion is that way, and there is no way to avoid the 
conclusion; for the “ one baptism ” is that of the 
Spirit. 

I Cor. 10.1-2: “Moreover, brethren, I would not 
that ye should be ignorant, how that all our fathers 
were under the cloud, and all passed through the sea; 
and were all baptised unto Moses in the cloud and in 
the sea.” 

This passage throws a flood of light upon the word 
baptiso; for it applied no water (though abundant) 
to the Israelites; nor does it inform us how this bap¬ 
tism was performed — utterly silent on the subject. 

It was a double baptism; the result in each, and 
both, being the same — “baptized into (eis) Moses 
by the cloud and by the sea;” but differing in the way 
each one was performed. 

The facts in the case will show what was done, and 
how, so we will turn to the record and read, thus: 
Exodus 14.19-22; 29: “And the Angel of God, 
which went before the camp of Israel, removed and 
went behind them; and the pillar of the cloud went 
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from before their face, and stood behind them: And 
it came between the camp of the Egyptians and the 
camp of Israel; and it was a cloud and darkness to 
them, but it gave light by night to these; so that the 
one came not near the other all the night. And Moses 
stretched out his hand over the sea; and the Lord 
caused the sea to go back by a strong east wind all 
that night, and made the sea dry land, and the waters 
were divided. And the children of Israel went into 
the midst of the sea upon the dry ground: and the wa¬ 
ters were a wall unto them on their right hand, and 
on their left. . . . But the children of Israel 
walked upon dry land in the midst of the sea; and the 
waters were a wall unto them on their right hand and 
on their left." 

- Also Ex. 15.8: “ And with the blast of thy nostrils 
the waters were gathered together, the floods stood 
upright as a heap, and the depths were congealed in 
the heart of the sea.” 

Having the facts before us, we can intelligently 
examine this wonderful transaction, and draw correct 
conclusions. 

The cloud “ the fathers were under ” was the cloudy 
pillar, symbol of God’s presence, protection, and guid- 

Its position up to this time was " before their face,” 
but in this instance it passed over them, “ went and 
stood behind them,” and remained “between the 
camp of the Egyptians and the camp of Israel.” It 
contained no water; and they were under, not in it. 

It “baptized them into Moses” by passing over 
them, and, coming between them and the Egyptians, 
cutting off the power of Pharaoh and his host, and 
committing them to Moses as their head and leader un- 
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der God. This was God’s work, miraculously interpos¬ 
ing in their behalf, and placing Moses over them, and 
thus they “ were all baptized into Moses by the cloud.” 

Then Moses, by divine direction, “ stretched out his 
hand over the sea,” and “ a strong east wind,” contin¬ 
uing all night, divided the waters, and made a wide 
passage through the sea, safe and dry, while the waters 
stood like a wall on either hand. 

Then the children of Israel, following their divinely 
appointed leader, Moses, “ walked upon the dry 
ground" "passed through the sea,” and safely all 
reached the other shore, untouched by its waters. 
There is no evidence that a drop of water touched them 
during the passage of the sea. 

Then Moses, by divine direction, “stretched out his 
hand over the sea, and the waters returned, and cov¬ 
ered the chariots and the horsemen, and all the host 
of Pharaoh, that came into the sea after them.” “ The 
sea returned to his strength,” and “ baptized them into 
Moses ” by swallowing up the hosts of Pharaoh, and 
separating the Israelites from their enemies forever; 
and by closing up the passage of the sea, and pre¬ 
venting their return to Egypt, thus placing them com¬ 
pletely under the leadership of Moses. While each 
baptism was differently performed, the result of this 
double baptism was, the children of Israel were all 
baptized into ( eis ) Moses by the cloud and by the sea. 
They were baptized by the sea, but not immersed 
in it. The Egyptians were immersed in the sea, but 
not baptized by it. 

In fact this double baptism was neither performed 
by immersion nor affusion, for it was a perfectly dry 
baptism, ground and all, as even our neighbors admit. 

Hear Dr. Carson (p. 120) : “ Christian baptism is 
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not a dry baptism; but the baptism of Pentecost, and 
of the Israelites in the Red Sea, were dry baptisms. 
Immersion does not necessarily imply wetting: im¬ 
mersion in water implies this.” 

Think of it 1 A " dry immersion ” in the sea! We 
can understand a dry baptism, but not a dry immersion 
in the sea. 

Hear Dr. Carson explain (p. 119) it: “It was a 
real immersion — the sea stood on each side, and the 
cloud covered them. But it was not a literal immer¬ 
sion m water, in the same way as Christian baptism. 
It is, therefore, figuratively called by the name of the 
Christian ordinance, because of external similarity, 

How hard they work to manufacture a figurative 
immersion out of this baptism, and what a failure 1 

Unfortunately for Dr. Carson and his brethren, there 
was no such “ external similarity ” as he asserts. The 
cloud did not cover the Israelites — was not over them, 
while passing “ through the sea.” It passed over them 
(see Ex. 14.19-20) before the passage through the sea 
was opened, and went and remained behind them, 
while the passage was being opened, and until all had 
passed over to the other shore. No burial by the cloud 
in the sea — no dry immersion caused by it. They 
were neither buried nor immersed in the waters of 
the sea — no more than persons standing on a dry 
strip of land between two bodies of water with only 
the sky above them. They had a dry comfortable pas¬ 
sage through the sea, undisturbed by the water. 

Dr. Carson (p. 120) says, "It has been argued by 
some, that the Israelites were baptized by the rain 
from the cloud, and the spray from the sea. But this 
is quite arbitrary; for there is nothing said about 
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rain from the cloud, or spray from the sea. It is not 
in evidence that any such things existed. On the con¬ 
trary, as they would have been an annoyance, there 
is reason to believe that they did not exist.” 

No doubt this is true, but, if any water touched them 
during the passage, it must have been spray from the 

But we are gravely informed that they " were bap¬ 
tized in (en) the cloud and in (en) the sea,” not by 
them; that our translating en in this text by is incor- 

We reply, Our translation of cn and eis in this 
passage is sustained by referring (in this same epis¬ 
tle) to I. Cor. 12. 13: “For by (en) one Spirit are 
we all baptized into (eis) one body. 

Here Paul declares that the Spirit was the instru¬ 
mental cause of this baptism; and in I. Cor. 10. 2: that 
the cloud and the sea did the same for the children of 
Israel at the Red Sea. All, including the infants, re¬ 
ceived this baptism at and by the sea. They were bap¬ 
tized into Moses, but how could they be immersed into 

Here is another what in baptiso. By this double 
baptism they were completely cut off from Pharaoh 
and Egypt, and fully committed to Moses and the 
promised inheritance. Just so does the baptism of the 
Spirit, which that of water symbolizes, cut us off from 
the bondage and service of sin, and commit us to the 
Lord Jesus Christ and a mansion with him in his Fath¬ 
er’s house above. “ Know ye not, that so many of us 
as were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into 
his death? (Rom. 6. 3.)” This baptism, like that 
into Moses, was performed by the Lord, not by man. 

But it is insisted that baptism represents a burial. 
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therefore this baptism was a burial in the sea, and must, 
consequently, be an immersion. We reply, There was 
no burial whatever in this case. No one ever calls 
walking in a valley, or a long deep cut through high 
ground, a burial; and this case is precisely similar, 
only it was a passage or cut through the sea — no bu- 

But where does the New Testament teach that bap¬ 
tism represents a burial — where ? Are we referred to 
Rom. 6. 4, and Col. 2. 12, as proof of such teaching? 

A careful examination of these passages will show 
they teach no such thing. 

Romans 6.4: “ Therefore we are buried with him 
by baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised 
up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so 
we also should walk in newness of life.” 

This passage teaches that baptism performed a bur¬ 
ial, but does not say that it resembles one. 

Dr. Carson is so sure that it does, that he says, (p. 
384), "Buried zvith Christ by baptism, must mean that 
baptism has a resemblance to Christ’s burial. Were 
the angel Gabriel to hesitate, I would order him to 

Is not such language and spirit awful? Could any 
one exhibit a more bigoted, intolerant, and fanatical 
spirit? Dr. Carson and his brethren, it seems, know 
more than the mighty angel; and, if he dare dispute, 
or even " hesitate ” to accept their explanation of this 
passage, he would be ordered to a Baptist school that 
his ignorance might be removed by their superior wis¬ 
dom. When the angel Gabriel would be so severely 
punished, how dare a man call their exposition in ques¬ 
tion, and propose a different one. 

Perhaps they would not now use Dr. Carson’s lan- 
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guage, but their feelings towards those who do not ac¬ 
cept their interpretation is just the same today. Their 
wisdom is truly wonderful 1 

They assert that baptism is a burial, because per¬ 
formed by immersion. We reply, It is impertinent to 
offer as proof the very point in dispute. Prove it to be 
the fact before offering it as proof. 

“ But,” they say, “ Buried by baptism proves that it 
tear performed by immersion.” If this is not arguing 
in a circle, what is? “Baptism is a burial because 
performed by immersion ”; and, “It is an immersion 
because ‘ buried by baptism ’ means that.” Such logic 1 

If their explanation of this passage were correct, it 
would properly read, “Therefore we are buried with 
him by burial into death ”; or “ baptised by baptism 
into death.” But the apostle Paul was never guilty of 
such tautology. The idea is absurd and their inter¬ 
pretation must be wrong. 

Dr. Carson (p. 162) says, “Baptism is here ex¬ 
plained as a symbolical action, representing death, bu¬ 
rial, and resurrection.” 

A Baptist brother declared to us that the Scriptures 
read, “ We are buried with him by baptism in the like¬ 
ness of his death, burial, and resurrection.” 

We read him Rom. 6. 4 and Col. 2. 12, when he 
replied, “These are not the places. It reads just as 
I tell you ”; and he repeated verbatim his former state¬ 
ment. As we knew no such reading in the Scriptures, 
he promised to find it for us; but has not, though over 
thirty years have passed since then. Their teaching is, 
" that baptism is typical of the death, burial, and resur¬ 
rection of Christ — that as Christ died, was buried, and 
rose again; so we must be buried in the water of bap¬ 
tism, that we may die to our sins and rise again to 
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walk in newness of life.” But how can this be ? How 
can baplizo be typical of, and represent, the death, bur¬ 
ial, and resurrection of Christ; and yet be a “specific 
word of only one idea and meaning,” as all their schol¬ 
ars assert? Death, burial, and resurrection are more 
unlike and opposite, both in idea and meaning, than 
are sprinkling, pouring, and immersing; for a person 
may become thoroughly wet by either process, while 
death, burial, and resurrection are perfectly diverse 
one from the others, and the very opposite as to the 
result in each case. 

Now then, if baptizo here represents, at the same 
time and without any contradiction, death, burial, and 
resurrection, why may not baptism be performed by 
sprinkling, pouring, and immersing? Why not? Is 
death effected (performed) in the same way as a bu¬ 
rial, or like a resurrection — a burial like either — or a 
resurrection like either of the others? When they 
show us a similarity in the performance of these three 
opposites, we will agree to show them a similarity in 
performing baptism by these three ways of applying 
the water. Can they and will they do it? Any one 
can see that our task is far the easier one. 

Dr. Carson (p. 157) says, "That baptism has a like¬ 
ness to death, is put beyond question in this passage, 
from the phrase, buried with him through baptism into 
death. Here is a burial by or through the means of 
baptism. What buries us into death? It is by bap¬ 
tism. But the death into which baptism buries us, 
must be a figurative death. It is faith that buries us 
truly into Christ’s death. But the death and burial 
here spoken of, are effected, not by faith, but by bap¬ 
tism. ... As I observed before, it is by baptism, 
and not by faith, they are here said to be buried; and, 
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therefore, the burial must be a figurative burial.” 
Again, he (p. 412) says, " But how is baptism a token 
of death, if there is no figurative death in baptism? 
How is baptism a token of death, but by its being a 
burial? The death here spoken of takes place in the 
burial. Believers are buried into death. It is not, they 
die and are buried, but, they are buried and die." 

Dr. Carson is all wrong. Believers are not buried 
alive to cause their death — they are already dead, 
“ dead to sin.” It is not the custom of Christians to 
bury persons alive — they bury their dead. Nor 
was Christ buried alive; he died on the cross before 
he was put in Joseph’s tomb. 

Again, if death and burial are both figurative, then 
resurrection is also figurative, and we have no literal 
death, burial, and resurrection in this passage, conse¬ 
quently no literal burial in water, from which literally 

The ordinance of baptism does not represent the 
death of Christ — no such teaching in the New Testa¬ 
ment. The Lord’s Supper represents his death, thus 
(I. Cor. 11. 26), “ For as often as ye eat this bread, 
and drink this cup, ye do shczv the Lord’s death till he 
come." This proof is plain and direct. 

It follows, then, as the Lord’s Supper represents his 
death, that baptism does not. Death must be dropped 
from the list of figures and types. 

But does baptism represent the burial of Christ? 
Dr. Carson answers, “Yes,” with an emphasis that 
would order the angel Gabriel to school for " hesitat¬ 
ing" to believe it. But, in what respect does it repre¬ 
sent, or resemble, his burial? How does it resemble 
his burial in the tomb of Joseph? 

His body was taken down from the cross, placed 
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in the tomb, and left there for three days; nor did 
those, who put him there, take him out again. They 
left him there. He “ was raised from the dead by the 
glory of the Father.” A momentary submersion in 
water and an immediate withdrawal therefrom does 
not resemble Christ’s burial, nor is it a burial at all. 
A buried person is left in the grave, not instantly taken 
out again.. 

But we are gravely told that Christ was buried 
beneath the waters of the Jordan by John at his bap¬ 
tism. We ask, Then is it the burial of his baptism that 
Rom. 6. 4 refers to ? Very well. Remember this, and 
do not confound it with his burial in the tomb of Jo¬ 
seph ; for, if it refers to the former, it has no reference 
to the latter. 

These two events were very different from each 
other in every respect; besides there was an interval 
of three years between them. Events so different, and 
so far apart, must not be mixed together in this indis¬ 
criminate manner. If the reference is to his baptism 
burial, it cannot be put in the list with his death and 
resurrection, and have baptism represent his death, bur¬ 
ial, and resurrection. It does not belong there — oc¬ 
curred three years before. And if this is the reference, 
then baptism does not represent the death, burial and 
resurrection of Christ. 

But we emphatically deny that John buried him 
in the waters of the Jordan. This is the point in dis¬ 
pute, and the immersion in the Jordan must first be 
clearly proved, before it can be used to explain the 
burial of Romans 6. 4. 

We shall prove that the Lord’s baptism was a 
priestly washing, which, according to the law of the 
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priesthood, was performed by affusion, and therefore 
not a burial at all. 

Again, if the reference in Romans is to his burial in 
Joseph’s tomb after his death on the cross, then there 
is not the least reference to his baptism by John; and 
our neighbors, by indiscriminately mixing in their ar¬ 
guments these two events, so different in point of time 
and everything else, show that they are all confused 
over this subject, and it betrays the weakness of their 
cause. A good cause needs no such defense. 

Again, does baptism represent a burial? In what 
respect ? Immersion must be ruled out until proved to 
be baptism. Baptism symbolizes the cleansing and 
purifying of our moral natures by the action of the 
Holy Spirit, while burial suggests corruption, worms, 
and dust. True, the Lord’s body “ saw no corrup¬ 
tion,” but ours do, and this a burial represents. We 
bury to cover up corruption. 

But a dead body, put into the ground for a moment, 
and then instantly removed, would not be called buried; 
consequently a momentary immersion of a person in 
water is not a burial, only a mimic representation of 
a burial. This epistle was written to the Romans; 
and, according to their law, a handful of dust sprinkled 
over a dead body constituted a legal burial; therefore 
in their minds sprinkling would perform a burial. 

More than this, Christ’s burial is only significant as 
it is connected with his resurrection. Resurrection 
is the desired event — all centers there — did he rise? 
The apostle does not shout, “ Now is Christ buried," 
but “ Now is Christ risen from the dead, etc.” 

Again, if baptism represents, or is typical of, burial, 
it cannot at the same time typify resurrection; for one 
is the very reverse of the other. Immersion and affu- 
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sion are not as unlike; for both will effect a complete 
wetting of the person, while the effect of resurrection 
is the very opposite of burial. Besides, baptizo, when 
it puts an object within the water leaves it there — 
never removes it — no emersion, no resurrection 
whatever. Drs. Carson, Campbell, Conant, Kendrick, 
and others state that there is "no emersion in the 
word ” — “ immerse expresses its full import ” — “ its 
whole function is fulfilled with the act of submersion ” 
— “ this arising could not be included in the designa¬ 
tion of the rite” — "the Lord did not command to 
put people into the water, and take them out again." 

Do not these statements from such eminent cham¬ 
pions of immersion absolutely rule out resurrection 
from the list of figures. When they show us a simi¬ 
larity between burial and resurrection, we will agree 
to show one between immersion and affusion. Till 
then, the advantage is all with us. 

Burial, then, is all that is left to be represented by 
baptism; but as it suggests corruption, decay, and 
things offensive, while baptism represents washing for 
purification, it follows that baptism cannot represent 
burial. 

We are asked, “How can a person be buried in 
baptism, unless immersed in water”? We reply by 
asking, How can a dead man be buried, according to 
Roman law, by having a few handfuls of earth sprin¬ 
kled upon him? 

This passage does not refer to water baptism at all — 
water is not mentioned. 

Dr. Carson (p. 411) says, “Indeed, it is by being 
buried that they die. That this figurative burial is 
under water is not in the passage: this is known from 
the rite, and is here supplied by ellipsis.” “ Ellipsis ” 
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means omission, so Dr. Carson teaches that water is 
supplied by being omitted. 

Of course, if the “ rite ” of water baptism is here 
meant, water must be understood; but must water 
always be understood when the word baptism is used? 
Is there no other baptism but that of water? 

Not a drop of water is implied in Rom. 6.3: "Know 
ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus 
Christ were baptized into his death”? 

This is not the work of water. Water cannot bap¬ 
tize us into Christ, nor into his death — has no such 
power, but the Spirit can and does. This verse, then, 
declares what the Spirit has done for them who have 
received him. Then the apostle (verse 4) adds, 
“Therefore we are buried with hint by baptism into 
the death (eis ton thanaton)." In verse 3 it reads " eis 
ton thanaton autou,” showing that it is the same 
" death ” in both verses. Then the baptism is the same 
In both, and water must be ruled out. It acts no part 
in this baptism. 

The apostle says, “ We are buried.” What docs he 
mean? Who are buried? What is the subject of this 
burial? Bishop Merrill (Baptism, p. 249) well says, 
" We never bury a man till he is dead. Hence a burial 
always implies a death — a previous death. If we 
hear that a man has been buried, we need not be told 
that he had previously died. . . . Then, if we can 
find out the subject of the death, we shall have found 
out the subject of the burial.” 

True, and the subject of the death and burial is not 
hard to find. The apostle uses highly figurative lan¬ 
guage to express his ideas. Our old life in sin is called 
"we." Sin is personified, and reigns over and in 
us — is the active principle in our lives, and we must 
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be freed from his power, so that “grace may reign 
unto eternal life by Jesus Christ our Lord.” This 
can only be done through the death of our old life — 
xve must die to sin, so that he (sin) cannot " reign in 
our mortal body, that we should obey it in the lusts 
thereof,” Verse 7. “For he that is dead is freed from 
sin.” So far all is plain. Our old man must be de¬ 
stroyed and disposed of. He must die. But how did 
we (our old man) die? Verse 6 answers, “By cru¬ 
cifixion ”; “ Knowing this, that our old man is cruci¬ 
fied with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed, 
that henceforth we should not serve sin.” Sin reigning 
in us is " our old man," and he has a body — “ body of 
sin ”; and this body is what is buried; for when “ our 
old man,” crucified on the cross with Christ, dies, the 
" body of sin ’’ is ready for burial. 

The apostle (verse 5) explains, “ For if we have 
been planted together (sumphntoi) in the likeness of 
his death; and in verse 6 he says, the likeness is cruci¬ 
fixion. Sumphutos means (Robinson’s Lex. p. 689), 
“ Grown together into one ”; and so he thus translates 
this verse, “ For if we are grown together with the 
likeness of his death." 

In other words, “ If we are become one with him 
in the likeness of his death ” — " crucified with him,” 
“ we shall be also in the likeness of his resurrection.” 
But “ our old man ” is hard to kill, and only crucifixion 
can take his life. Let him be crucified! 

Paul (Gal. 2.20) says, “ I am crucified with Christ 
and (Gal. 5.24) adds, “ And they that are Christ’s have 
crucified the flesh with the affections and lusts." 
Again (Rom. 8.13), " For if ye live after the flesh, 
ye shall die: but if ye through the Spirit do mortify 
the deeds of the body, ye shall live.” 
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This teaches, that this is the Spirit’s work within us. 
Water cannot do any such thing. The Spirit crucifies 
“ our old man,” enables us to “ mortify the deeds of the 
body,” and " put off the body of the sins of the flesh 
by the circumcision of Christ.” (Col. 2.11.) 

We have now the subject of the burial — “ our old 
man ” died by crucifixion on the cross, and his body 
(we) is ready for burial. The apostle (Eph. 4. 22-24) 
says, “ Put off concerning the former conversation 
the old man, which is corrupt according to the deceitful 
lusts; and be renewed in the spirit of your mind; and 
that ye put on the veto man, which after God is created 
in righteousness and true holiness.” 

The next question is, Where shall we bury this dead 
body — “ body of sin ” ? We must make no mistake — 
must find the right grave. Shall we bury it in the wa¬ 
ter? How can it be done? Can a momentary sub¬ 
mersion in water remove from us “ our old man,” cru¬ 
cify and bury him, and bring forth in us the new 
man created in righteousness and true holiness” ? Can 
it? No, no. 

Water has no power whatever over “ our old man,” 
cither to kill or bury his body — can neither cover nor 
hide our sins. Does the apostle give us any light on 
the subject? Right in the passage under considera¬ 
tion he names the grave; “ Therefore we are buried 
with him into the death (eis ton thanaton)." The 
death of whom? Verse 3 answers, “ So many of us 
as were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into 
his death (eis ton thanaton antou).” This is plain and 
clear — into the death of Christ. 

Then the apostle (v. 4) adds, “ That like as Christ 
was raised up from the dead (not from the water) by 
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the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk 
in newness of life.” 

The death and resurrection of Christ are the great 
points in this figure — no figure or likeness of his bu¬ 
rial is mentioned; but the apostle (v. 5 ) explains, “For 
if we have been planted (engrafted) together in the 
likeness of his death, we shall be also in the likeness 
of his resurrection." Here we have the expressions 
"likeness of his death” and “likeness of his resur¬ 
rection" but the likeness of his burial is not even 
mentioned. Besides the apostle states that “the like¬ 
ness of his resurrection" has not yet taken place — 
is yet to be — “we shall be also in the likeness, etc. 
The resurrection likeness is yet to come. It is by being 
baptized into Jesus Christ, and buried into his death, 
that all this great work is now accomplished in us. 

Bishop Merrill (to whom we are largely indebted for 
light and ideas on this subject) strongly and clearly 
(p. 259-260) comments, thus, “ Here, then, is the pro¬ 
cess so far as it relates to the ‘old man’: The ‘old 
man ’ is crucified as Christ was crucified; the ‘ old man’ 
dies as Christ died; and the ‘old man’ is buried as 
Christ was buried. And as the ‘old man’ is buried into 
the death of Christ, he is covered up by that death.” 

True, “ covered up by the death of Christ.” Water 
can neither cover nor bury “ our old man ” — our 
“body of sin,” but the death of Christ can. Thank 
God, his death avails for us 1 Here all our sins may be 
covered u'p — buried out of sight into the death of 
Christ. Glory to his name 1 As they buried Christ in 
the tombs closed the stony door, and went away leav¬ 
ing him buried; so may “ our old man ” be buried into 
the death of Christ; and, covered by his blood, left 
there forever; never, we trust, to have a resurrection. 
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True the apostle says, “That like as Christ was 
raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, even 
so we also should walk in newness of life.” 

But this does not teach the resurrection of what was 
buried into the death of Christ. 

Bishop Merrill (p. 262) explains this clearly: “ The 
analogy between the resurrection of Christ and the 
‘ newness of life ’ does not imply that the burial ceases. 
The ‘ old man ’ is ‘ put off,’ not to be ‘ put on ’ again. 
The ‘ new man ’ takes his place, and comes into the 
comparison, as soon as the resurrection of Christ is 
mentioned, that ‘like as Christ was raised up by the 
glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in 
newness of life.’ The ‘ newness of life ’ is the proper 
antithesis to the death and burial of the ‘ old man ’; 
just as the putting on of the ‘ new man ’ is the anti¬ 
thesis of the putting off of the ‘ old man ’ in the other 
passages cited; and the resurrection of Christ is not 
symbolized in the passage, but is itself made the symbol 
or pattern, as well as the source, of the newness of life 
to the believer. How different is all this from the 
immersionist rendering, which virtually says ‘ that like 
as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory 
of the Father, even so must our bodies be raised out 
of the water by the arm of the preacher.’ ” How plain 
this exposition! 

It must be kept in mind that the Greek word, trans¬ 
lated “ are buried,” is in the aorist tense, which implies 
both past and continued action; so that the passage 
would literally read " our old man (" we ") was, and 
remains, buried into the death.” 

Bishop Merrill (p. 261) says, “To unbury the ‘old 
man ’ would be to give him back his life and power, and 
amount to an apostasy from Christ. He must remain 
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beneath the covering of the atoning blood, so long as 
we remain dead unto sin, and our life continues hid 
with Christ in God.” 

Again (p. 267), “ Unless the ‘ old man ’ is crucified 
with Christ, dead and buried with him, so that ‘ we ’ 
are brought or grafted into his death, we can have no 
fellowship with Christ, and must fail to reach the like¬ 
ness of his resurrection. We cannot, therefore, afford 
to fritter away a truth so important and precious as 
this; and it does seem to me that to reduce this cruci¬ 
fixion, death, and burial with Christ ‘ into his death,’ 
to a sudden dip of the body in water and out again, 
is little short of handling the Word of God deceit¬ 
fully.” 

These statements meet our hearty approval. We 
come now to the question, What baptism is it, that per¬ 
forms this burial? It cannot be that of water; nor 
can it be Christ’s baptism by John, for there was no 
death in that baptism — no death to sin, for he was the 
sinless one — no “ old man ” to be crucified and bur¬ 
ied — nothing of the kind. 

This baptism buries us with Christ. This union 
with him must be kept in mind, and it will help answer 
the question, What baptism is this, which does such 
great things for us? 

By a careful examination we find that the apostle 
uses an expression which throws great light on the 
subject. He says it was performed " in the likeness 
of his death and then explains by saying " our old 
man is crucified with him/’ keeping up the union with 
him, already referred to. 

This leads us to ask, Is baptism ever performed by 
crucifixion, or is crucifixion ever called baptism? 
Turning to Luke 12.50 we read; “ I have a baptism to 
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be baptized with; and how am I straitened till it be ac¬ 
complished.” 

All admit that the Lord here refers to his death by 
crucifixion on the cross, and he calls it “baptism,” 
He knows what to call baptism, for he knows all about 
it. This prepares us for the question, How much wa¬ 
ter is there in this baptism of the cross, which the Lord 
was to receive? None whatever, save what came forth 
from his side when pierced by the soldier’s spear. 

It is very evident from the apostle’s argument, that 
this baptism of Rom. 6.3-4 refers to the baptism of the 
cross in Luke 12.50, and teaches, that in becoming like 
him, we must partake of his sufferings and death. In 
describing this wonderful work in us, the apostle, re¬ 
ferring to Christ’s crucial baptism, calls it " crucifying 
our old man ” — “ uniting us with him in the likeness 
of his death ” — and “burying us by this baptism into 
his death.” 

Then, how much water is there in this baptism which 
buries us with him into his death? The answer must 
be, Just as much, and no more, as there was in his cru¬ 
cial baptism. 

His crucial baptism took his life — ours “ crucified 
our old man ” — took his life, and made us partakers 
of Christ’s death, so that now we are " dead to sin ” 
and “alive to God.” The crucial baptism of Luke 
12.50 explains this burial baptism of Rom. 6.4; the 
whole reference being to the vicarious sufferings and 
death of Christ, and what they accomplish for us. 
They show us how grace may triumph over sin — how 
a sinner may become a child of God and an heir of 
glory by partaking of that crucial baptism, which made 
atonement for him upon the cross. Was Christ cruci¬ 
fied? So was “our old man.” Did he die? So did 
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"our old man.” Was he buried? So was “our old 
man ” — lie in tlie tomb of Joseph, “ our old man ” in 
the tomb of bis death upon the cross — " in the likeness 
of his death." This is no outward work, nor ordi¬ 
nance, only by allusion through the word, “baptism." 

It is wholly an inward, spiritual work and results. 
This enabled the apostle to say, “ I am crucified with 
Christ: nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth 
in me: and the life which I now live in the flesh I live 
by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me, and gave 
himself for me.” 

This crucial baptism, then, is the sexton, which bur¬ 
ies us into the death of Christ. 

The teaching of this passage is this; we were bap¬ 
tized into Christ, when “ our old man ” died by cruci¬ 
fixion and was buried into his death, by the crucial 
baptism of the cross. And this is the work of the 
Spirit, and not of water at all. 

Though differently worded the same is taught in 
Col. 2. 11-13: “ In whom also ye are circumcised with 
the circumcision made without hands, in putting offthe 
body of the sins of the flesh by the circumcision of 
Christ: Buried with him in baptism, wherein also ye 
are risen with him through the faith of the operation 
of God, who hath raised him from the dead. And you, 
being dead in your sins and the uncircumcision of your 
flesh, hath he quickened together with him, having for¬ 
given you all trespasses.” 

While there is an allusion here to the rite of circum¬ 
cision, the apostle is careful to state, that he means 
spiritual circumcision, so he explains, “ Circumcised 
with the circumcision made without hands, in putting 
off the body of the sins of the flesh by the circumcision 
of Christ.” 
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The outward bloody rite did not, could not, "put off 
the body of the sins of the flesh”;—this could only be 
done “ by the circumcision of Christ.” 

What is “the circumcision of Christ”? How are 
we circumcised in him? The apostle answers, “Buried 
with him in baptism.” If this burial with him in bap¬ 
tism— this circumcision of Christ is made without 
hands, then it is not water baptism made with hands 
of ihe minister, but Spirit baptism made without hands 
by Christ. This circumcision of Christ then is Spirit 
baptism which the Colossians had received. 

If spiritual circumcision and Spirit baptism corre¬ 
spond to each other in work and results, then the rite 
of circumcision in the Old corresponds to the rite of 
baptism in the New Dispensation. In Spirit baptism 
as well as in spiritual circumcision the result is “ the 
putting off the body of the sins of the flesh,” which both 
outward rites symbolize. In Rom. 6. 3-6 the apostle 
employs the figure of crucifixion, “ the likeness of his 
death”; in Col. 2.11-13, the figure of circumcision, 
"the circumcision of Christ,” which is a " putting off 
the body of the sins of the flesh,” not a putting of the 

So the apostle (Col. 3.9-10) explains, “ Lie not one 
to another, seeing that ye have put off ihe old man 
with his deeds; and have put on the new man, which 
is renewed in knowledge after the image of him that 
created him.” Blessed result! This “circumcision of 
Christ” (Spirit baptism) renews in us the image of 
God, that we lost through disobedience. No wonder 
the apostle (Col. 3.5-7) says, “ Mortify therefore your 
members which are upon the earth; fornication, un¬ 
cleanness ; inordinate affection, evil concupiscence, and 
covetousness, which is idolatry: For which things’ 
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sake the wrath of God cometh on the children of dis¬ 
obedience : in the which ye also walked sometime, when 
ye lived in them.” The complete work is thus explained 
(Col. 2.13 and 3.1-4), “And you, being dead in your 
sins and the uncircumcision of your flesh, hath he 
quickened together with him, having forgiven you all 
trespasses; . . . nailing it to his cross (v. 14) 

. . . If ye then be risen with Christ, seek those 
things which are above, where Christ sitteth on the 
right hand of God. Set your affection on things above, 
not on things on the earth. For ye are dead, and your 
life is hid with Christ in God. When Christ, who is 
our life, shall appear, then shall ye also appear with him 
in glory.” 

Yes, “crucified”—" dead,” yet “ risen with Christ”— 
“ walking in newness of life ” till “ he shall appear,” 
when we shall share his glory. Wonderful work of 
grace through Christ the Lord 1 May all receive this 
crucial baptism, and find their lives " hid with Christ 
in God.” 

Our neighbors, by insisting that these passages mean 
water baptism and that the apostle was teaching that 
baptism must be performed by burying (immers¬ 
ing) in the water, have made a great mistake. Too 
much water has obscured their vision, and caused them 
to lose sight of the scope and trend of the apostle’s 
argument. They are so sure that “ buried with him in 
baptism ” means “ immersed with Christ in water ”; 
that, like, Dr. Carson, they have no patience with any 
one, man or angel, who differs with them, and hardly 
any pity for their ignorance. Will wisdom die with 
them? 

But, after all, have we not proved, that, in neither 
of these places is baptism called a burial, or said to 
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resemble one; and that there is no water whatever 
in this baptism which simply buries us into the death 
of Christ, that we may be " dead with him as the 
apostle (2 Tim. 2.11-12) says, " It is a faithful saying: 
For if we be dead with him , we shall also live with 
him; if we suffer, we shall also reign with him ” ? 

May we all hear him say, “ Enter thou into the joy 
of thy Lord,” and “ sit with me on my throne.” 

The same crucial baptism is taught in Mark 10.38- 
39: “But Jesus said unto them, Ye know not what 
ye ask; can ye drink of the cup that I drink of? and 
be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with? 
And they said unto him, We can. And Jesus said 
unto them, Ye shall indeed drink of the cup that I 
drink of; and with the baptism that I am baptized 
withal shall ye be baptized.” The Lord, however, 
by associating the cup he was to drink with the bap¬ 
tism, meant by his reply that they would suffer mar¬ 
tyrdom for his sake. 

Section 2. Examples of Baptism in the New 
Testament. 

We come now to examples of baptism (in the New 
Testament), where persons received Christian baptism 
by water. If there is only one valid way to perform 
it, these are the places to examine in order to learn 
how it was, and should be, done. 

Is the manner of performing all, or any one, of 
these minutely and accurately described, so that all 
may know beyond the shadow of a doubt how the Lord 
commanded the ordinance to be performed? Has the 
Lord commanded it to be performed in one particular 
way, thus virtually forbidding any other? What are 
the facts in the case? Where is the example, and 
where are the instructions how to perform it, or how it 
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should be performed? Where? Our neighbors as¬ 
sert that the Lord has given a “ positive command ” 
to perform baptism in one particular way. We call 
for the “ positive command,” and demand it. No in¬ 
ferences now — not one, but explicit instructions. 
We demand the chapter and verse. 

This is too serious and important a matter, and 
their assertions are too sweeping for them to resort 
to inferences in proof. They must produce positive 
instructions, plain, clear, unmistakable, for exclusive 
immersion before we will believe them and accept 
their views as scriptural. 

They must not produce as the " positive command ” 
and “ explicit instructions ” the word bapliso; for we 
have proved it to be as lacking in explicitness as any 
word in the Greek language. Besides, they admit that 
it is not a word of mode—that it never tells how to do 
it—that it sometimes refers to the action, sometimes 
to the act and sometimes only to the result of an act. 
Dr. Carson (p. 103) says, "The word bapliso, even 
applied to baptism, expresses immersion only. Yet I 
contend, that in baptism there is a two-fold, symbol. 
How is this? I learn the meaning of the word from 
its use; and I learn the meaning of the ordinance, 
not from the word, but from the Scripture explanation 
of the import of the ordinance. If there was nothing 
said in Scripture about the import of baptism, I 
should learn nothing on the subject from the word 
that designates it. I should learn as little of its be¬ 
ing a symbol of the death of Christ, as of his resur¬ 
rection. I learn neither from the word, for it is possi¬ 
ble that this word might have been used, without 
teaching anything on the subject. I learn both from 
the Scripture explanations of Christ’s institution.” 
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What a death-dealing blow these remarks of Dr. 
Carson are to the explicit teaching of this word 1 He 
can only “ learn its meaning from its use ”; nor can 
he learn from it "the meaning of the ordinance” 
of baptism — “nothing on the subject” whatever. 

Think of it! He says, "This word might have 
been used without teaching anything on the subject.” 
He must resort to the writings where it is used to 
learn its meaning, and to the New Testament to learn 
the meaning of baptism. Very well. 

Then we need not refer to the lexicons or Classics to 
learn its meaning in the New Testament. It will be 
all the light and authority we need. It must speak 
for itself, and our instructions must come from it. 
But Dr. Carson says, "The word teaches nothing 
about baptism being a symbol of Christ’s death and 
resurrection; I learn it from the Scripture explana- 

We have shown that the Scriptures make no such 
explanations; therefore baptism is not a symbol of 

Example i. The first example of baptism being ad¬ 
ministered was by John the Baptist. 

A careful reading of the record of his ministry will 
show two baptisms connected with it; one that he 
preached and another that he performed. 

We will first examine the one he preached, and one 
that accompanied his ministry. 

(i.) “The baptism of repentance into the remission 
of sins.” 

Matt. 3.1-2: “In those days came John the Baptist, 
preaching in the wilderness of Judea, and saying, 
Repent ye: for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” 
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John began bis ministry by preaching repentance, 
“Repent ye” (metanoeite). 

Mark 1.4: “John did baptize in the wilderness, 
and preach the baptism of repentance for the remis- 

Also, 

Luke 3.3: “ And he came into all the country about 
Jordan, preaching the baptism of repentance for the 
remission of sins.” Both Mark and Luke give, as the 
theme of John’s preaching, the expression " Baplisma 
metanoias." He preached “the baptism of repent¬ 
ance,” but could not perform it. It was performed by 
the Holy Spirit using John’s preaching as the instru¬ 
ment for its accomplishment. He applied John’s earn¬ 
est preaching to the consciences of the hearers until 
they repented; then John baptized them with water. 

And Paul declares this was the theme of John’s 
preaching. 

Acts 13.24: “ When John had first preached before 
his coming the baptism of repentance to all the people 
of Isr ael. ” 

This repentance baptism was “into (eis) the remis¬ 
sion of sins.” Does "baplisma metanoias” mean the 
immersion of repentance? It does not; for this bap¬ 
tism was not performed by immersion, but by affusion. 

While John preached, the Holy Spirit performed 
the baptism by applying John’s truthful, fiery words to 
the consciences of his hearers until they repented; just 
as he applies the blood of Christ to cleanse from sin, 
as Heb. 10.22 teaches, “Our hearts sprinkled from an 
evil conscience.” 

More than this, John refused to baptize his 
hearers with water until they had first received this 
repentance baptism, as we learn from 
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Matt. 3.7-8: “ But when he saw many of the Phari¬ 
sees and Sadducees come to his baptism, he said unto 
them, O generation of vipers, who hath warned you 
to flee from the wrath to come? Bring forth there¬ 
fore fruits meet for repentance.” He refused to ad¬ 
minister the ritual baptism until they gave evidence 
that they had received the spiritual baptism accom¬ 
panying his ministry. 

Dr. Dale (Johan. Bap., page 259) says, “‘John 
preached the baptism of (by) repentance into the re¬ 
mission of sins,’ in other words, John preached a thor¬ 
ough change in the condition of the soul to be effected 
by repentance and to be accompanied with the com¬ 
plete forgiveness of sins. ‘ Repentance is the gift of 
God,’ and ‘baptism by repentance’ is baptism by the 

Spirit of God, and by none other.John 

preached a baptism which he did not execute; a bap¬ 
tism which he attributes to repentance, and thus, to 
the Holy Ghost, the fruit of which is pardoned sin 
through the Lamb of God. Is this preaching so un¬ 
sound or so unintelligible that it must be converted into 
water dipping before it can be received ” ? 

Dr. Dale’s explanation is clear, strong, and scrip¬ 
tural. 

In this repentance baptism which John preached 
there was no water, consequently no immersion; 
but it was the operation of the Holy Spirit upon 
the heart leading to “ the remission of sins.” 

We will now examine the baptism John performed. 

(2.) The baptism of water — which he adminis¬ 
tered. 

John 1.31: “And I knew him not: but that he 
should be made manifest to Israel, therefore am I come 
baptizing with water.” How did lie perform it? 
How and where can we learn the facts ? 
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As baptizo does not tell us how he administered it; 
and as there are, as we have seen, many ways to per¬ 
form baptism, there is no help for us in this direc¬ 
tion. Like Dr. Carson, we will have to go to the New 
Testament to learn how baptizo is used in this place; 
for he says, “ I learn the meaning of the word from 
its use.” The lexicons cannot tell us how he used it; 
so the New Testament must be our source of informa- 

In our examination of the repentance baptism John 
preached, we found that it was performed by affusion. 
The Spirit applied the element (John's preaching) to 
the hearts and consciences of the people, not them 
to the element; and of course John performed his in 
the same way, unless he thought he knew better than 
the Lord how it should be done. 

Besides, affusion is, as we have seen, the primitive 
action of both baplo and baptizo; and it was the ac¬ 
tion employed by the Lord in performing Spirit bap¬ 
tism on the day of Pentecost. Therefore the New 
Testament use of baptizo applies the element to the 
subject, not the reverse. 

Again, if the rule of our neighbors, that all baptisms 
must be performed in the same way, is correct, then 
John certainly baptized the people by affusion. 

If he did not, then their rule is incorrect, and we 
can baptize in any way we please, and baptizo will not 
object. In either case they lose their cause. 

Again, John was a Jewish prophet, acting under 
the old dispensation which required ceremonial wash¬ 
ings, which were invariably performed by affusion, 
never by immersion. Under the law no one ever im¬ 
mersed another in performing ceremonial washings or 
cleansings —never; nor did the law require it of any 
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administrator of these washings. No such instruction 
can be found in the law of Moses. 

Besides, no one seemed surprised because John was 
baptizing, but rather expected it as the fulfillment of 
prophecy; and so they asked him, “ Why baptizest 
thou then, if thou be not that Christ, nor Elias, neither 
that prophet?” They were looking, according to 
prophecy, for Christ, or some prophet, to come bap¬ 
tizing with -water. 

What prophecy of the Old Testament teaches that 
water would be ritually administered by some coming 
one, either Christ, or some prophet? We will find the 
answer in Ezekiel 36.25: “ Then will I sprinkle clean 
water upon you, and ye shall be clean.” 

This is the only prophecy concerning the use of 
water in latter times that we can find; and there is 
none about immersing God’s people in water, either by 
Christ or any one else. This prophecy of Ezekiel, 
no doubt, was the one the fulfillment of which they 
were now expecting; and it is not at all surprising 
when they saw John using water ceremonially, that 
they eagerly asked him, “ Who art thou ” ? And, when 
he denied being Christ, or Elias, or that prophet, aston¬ 
ished, they inquired, "Why baptizest thou then, if 
thou art not one of them ” ? 

This prophecy declares that “clean water shall be 
sprinkled upon ” them. And all the instructions of 
the law, under which John acted, without exception, 
required sprinkling at his hands; and not one word 
instructing priest or prophet to immerse any one in 
water can be found. 

Again, John (Mark 1.8) says, “I indeed have bap¬ 
tized you with water; but he shall baptize you with the 
Holy Ghost.” Also, the Lord (Acts 1.5) says, “ For 
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John truly baptized with water; but ye shall be 
baptized with the Holy Ghost not many, days hence.” 

Now, as John and the Lord place water and Spirit 
baptism side by side in the same passage, using the 
same word baptizo to designate them, they declare by 
so doing that there is a similarity between them, 
because they only contrast the elements used and the 
administrators. Then the similarity between them 
must be in the manner of administering them. 

We have proved beyond contradiction that Spirit 
baptism was administered by affusion — applying the 
element to the subject. Therefore John baptized by 
affusion also, and applied the water to his subjects. 
This conclusion overthrows the immersion theory, and 
its denial does the same. 

It must not be asserted that John immersed the peo¬ 
ple, because baptizo invariably means immerse; for we 
have shown this assertion to be false. 

But our neighbors assert that Matt. 3.11 should 
read, “ I indeed baptize you in, not with, water,” be¬ 
cause en udati means in water. We reply. Begging 
the question again — taking for granted that baptize 
and immerse are synonymous and interchangeable 
terms, which we have proved untrue. Persons can be, 
and have been, baptized in water, and not immersed 
at all. Do not present as proof the point in dispute. 
We emphatically deny that en udati necessarily means 
within water, and affirm that it simply denotes the 
element used, and will prove it. 

Lev. 14.51-52; “ And he shall take the cedar wood, 
and the hyssop, and the scarlet, and the living bird, and 
dip them in the blood of the slain bird, and in the 
running water, and sprinkle the house seven times: 
and he shall cleanse the house with (en) the blood of 
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the bird, and with (cn) the running water, and with 
(cn) the living bird, and with (cn) the cedar wood, 
and with (cn) the hyssop, and with (cn) the scarlet.” 

It must be borne in mind that the Greek of the 
Septuagint is classic and Hebraistic, which uses cn be¬ 
fore the dative as the element or instrument with 
which the work was performed, and not to express 
within-ncss at all. Any one can see that cn does not, 
cannot, mean within in this passage; for the house 
could not be within any of these things with (cn) 
which it was cleansed; but it does, and must, mean 
with in this instance. 

Here we have as the elements or instruments with 
which the house was cleansed " cn to aimati,” " cn to 
ndati,” “ en ornithio,” " en xulo" " cn hussopo” " en 
koltkino." It will be seen that en is repeated before 
each element, showing that it is used instrumentally, 
and means with; for the house could not be put within 
any one of these. And, as one of the elements used is 
" en udati,” it must mean with water. 

Then why should not Matt. 3.11 read, “ I indeed bap¬ 
tize you with water;” because, as we have seen, bap- 
tiso no more requires within-ness than cleanse does. 

Again, 

Ex. 29.4: “And Aaron and his sons thou shalt 
bring unto the door of the tabernacle of the congrega¬ 
tion, and shalt wash them with water (en udati).’’ 

In this instance immersion is out of the question; 
for there was nothing at "the door of the tabernacle ” 
in which Aaron and his sons could be immersed; so 
here " en udati ” means with water. 

Ex. 40.12: "And thou shalt bring Aaron and his 
sons unto the door of the tabernacle of the congre¬ 
gation, and wash them with water (udati).” Here 
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the dative is used omitting " cn," showing that it meant 
with water. All through the ceremonial law en 
is used to denote with the element. Eesides, " cn 
udati" is not the invariable reading of the New Testa¬ 
ment. This reading is only found in Matt. 3.11 
John 1.26:, 31:, 33: (the Hebraistic form); while 
"udati" (with water) is found in Mark 1.8:, Luke 
3.16:, Acts 1.5:, 11.16:, Heb. 10.22; and 2 Pet. 3.6: 
(the Hellenistic form). 

With pleasure we here quote from Dr. Dale (Johan. 
Bap., pp. 231-232), “The first question to be de¬ 
termined is this: Does the presence of water in John’s 
baptism, thereby, show that the baptism must be physi¬ 
cal, and the water must be used as and for a receptive 
element, and not as a symbol? This question is an¬ 
swered most absolutely, by facts, in the negative. 

.Wine is a fluid; and we have seen it to 

be present in many baptisms without being treated as 
a receptive element. It was there as an agency pro¬ 
ducing a baptism in which receptivity had no existence. 
Wine can be used in baptism as a receptacle, but the 
baptism is deadly. . . . Baptism in wine drowns; 
baptism by wine makes drunk. Blood is a fluid; and 
we have met with it in many baptisms, but not as a re¬ 
ceptive element. . . . Tears are a fluid; and we 
encounter them abundantly in baptisms; but never are 
men and women dipped into them, covered over tem¬ 
porarily in them by some indefinite act, or covered over 
in them and left to their own resources to get out. 
They are not a receptacle. . . . Water is a fluid; 
and as such was present in the baptism of Carmel’s 
altar, but the altar was neither dipped into it, nor cov¬ 
ered over by it in any way. It was not a receptacle. 
It is, then, a point settled beyond disturbance, that the 
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simple presence of water, or of any other fluid, in bap¬ 
tism, gives no evidence whatever to prove, or to allow 
the affirmation that the baptism must be in such a fluid. 
It may be grievous to the theory to acknowledge this; 
but it is, still, the truth. There is a ‘ power ’ in wine, 
blood, tears, water, to baptize.apart from receptivity.” 

These remarks of Dr. Dale cannot be truthfully 
denied. " En udati" does not put the candidate with¬ 
in the water, but only indicates the element used, as 
this example will clearly show; Acts 1.5: “ For John 
truly baptized with water (udati); but ye shall be bap¬ 
tized with the Holy Ghost (en pneumati agio) not 
many days hence.” On the day of Pentecost " en pneu¬ 
mati agio ” did not put the apostles within the Holy 
Spirit; because he came upon and within them. If 
then " en pneumati” applies the element to the sub¬ 
ject, so does " en. udati ” as well as " udati;’’ and it 
follows necessarily that John did not put his candi¬ 
dates within the water, but put it on them, baptizing 
by affusion and not by immersion. 

We deny that en invariably means in, and affirm 
that it sometimes, and often, means with when in is 
out of the question, and will prove it by our neigh¬ 
bors. Dr; Carson (p. 122) says, " In admitting that 
en may sometimes signify with, Dr. Campbell appears 
to ground the fact on a Hebraism.I main¬ 

tain that en in this use is not a Hebraism, either in its 
meaning or use. It signifies with in classical Greek, 
as well as in the Septuagint or New Testament; and 
just in the same circumstances.” 

Is not this testimony very strong in our favor? Mr. 
Ford (p. 146) quotes Dr. Campbell as saying, “ But I 
should not lay much stress on the preposition en 
.which may denote with as well as in. 
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etc.”; and (p. 147) he says, “ But does not en in Hebra¬ 
istic Greek sometimes mean by or witht Certainly it 
does, and it should be so translated when such trans¬ 
lation is necessary; but such cases are in the New 
Testament vastly fewer, as Winer and others have 
shown, than was formerly supposed. The truth is, 
that the in and the with idea is a closely related one in 
every language; so that at times they can be used 
interchangeably without greatly altering the sense.” 

Mr. Ford’s statement in regard to the meaning of en 
is correct with this exception; the places in the New 
Testament where it means with are far more numerous 
than he admits, as any one can see by consulting Dr. 
Young’s Analytical Concordance. 

We will show that in both the Old and New Testa¬ 
ments en is used to mean with, not in, the element, and 
should be so translated. 

Ex. 29.2; “And unleavened bread, and cakes un¬ 
leavened tempered with oil (en elaio), and wafers un¬ 
leavened anointed with oil (en elaio)." 

And en is so used with' elaio in Ex. 29.40, Lev. 2.4, 
S:, 7:, — and in over thirty other places in Lev. and 
Numbers; and in each place it is with, not in, oil. Ex. 
6.1: “For with a strong hand (en cheiri krataia) shall 
he let them go, and with (en) a strong hand shall he 
drive them out of his land.” The same occurs in 
Ex. 13.9:, Num. 20.20:, Psalms 136.12:, Jer. 21.5:, 
32.21: 

2 Sam. 1.21: “For there the shield of the mighty 
is vilely cast away, the shield of Saul, as though he 
had not been anointed with oil (en elaio).’’ 

1 Kings 2.8: “ I will not put thee to death with the 
sword (en romphaio).’’ 
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of the covenant of the Lord with shouting!' cn sacma- 
sia), and with sound of the cornet (en phonae soplicr), 
and with trumpets (cn salpig.vi), and with cymbals (cn 
kumbalois), making a noise zvith psalteries (cn nab- 
lais) and harps (cn hinurais)." 

This passage, like Lev. 14.52:, uses cn where it 
must mean with every time. See 2 Chron. 15.14:, Job 
16.5:, Esther 2.12. 

Psalms 23.5: (Septuagint 22.5:) “Thou anointest 
my head with oil (cn elaio)." See Psalms 89.20: 
(Sept. 88.21:) ; 92.10: (Sept. 91.11:) 

Ezekiel 16.9: "Then washed I thee with water ( cn 
udati); yea, I thoroughly washed away thy blood 
from thee, and I anointed thee with oil (cn elaio)." 

Here cn udati must mean with water, both because 
cn elaio in the same verse and with the same 
use means with oil, and because God did not immerse 
(wash) Jerusalem in water; but according to this 
prophet (Ezekiel) always washed his people by sprink¬ 
ling them with " clean water.” See Ez. 36.25: ; and 
on cn see Dan. 4.15:, 23: (Sept. 4.12:, and 20:), 
Dan. 11.23:, Micah 6.6-7. 

These examples in the Septuagint (Old Testament) 
of the use of en to mean with, in the same form as cn 
udati in the New Testament, show that we are cor¬ 
rect in saying, “ Baptized with water (cn udati)." 

Besides, the New Testament often uses cn to mean 
with. It is Matthew who says " en udati," therefore 
an examination of his writings will show whether he 
uses en to mean with. 

Matt. 7.6: “ Lest they trample them with their feet 
(en tois posin auton.), and turn again and rend you.” 

Matt. 20.15: “ Is it not lawful for me to do what I 
will with mine own (en tois emois)?” See Matt. 
22-37b 25.16:, 26.52. 
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Luke 11.20: “ Cut if I with (cn) the finger of God 
cast out devils, etc.” See Luke 14.3122.49. 

Rom. 12.21: “ Overcome evil with (cn) good.” 
Sec Rom. 16.16. 

1 Cor. 5.8: “Therefore let us keep the feast, not 
with (cn) old leaven, neither with (cn) the leaven of 
malice and wickedness ; but with (cn) the unleavened 
bread of sincerity and truth.” Also, 1 Cor. 10:5:, 
16.20:, 2 Cor. 7.8:, 13.12:, Eph. 1.3:, Col. 1.11:, 2.4:, 
3.16:, 4.2:, 6:, I Thess. 5.26: where it is so used. 

1 Thess. 4.16: " For the Lord himself shall descend 
from heaven with (cn) a shout, with (cn) the voice of 
the archangel, and with (cn) the trump of God.” 
Verse 18. “Wherefore comfort one another with 
(cn) these words.” 

Heb. 9.22: “ And almost all things are by the law 
purged with (cn) blood, etc.” Verse 25: “ Nor yet 
that he should offer himself often, as the high priest 
entereth into the holy place every year with (cn) 
blood of others.” See Jude 14:, and in Rev. 2.16; 23:, 
27:, 6.8:, 8.7:, 9.19:, 11.6:, 12.5:, 13.10:, 14.2:, 18.16:, 
19.2:, 15:, 20:, 21. 

These passages, and especially those in Heb. 9.22: 
and 25 decide the question in our favor; for in them it 
is " cn aimati," where the action, required by the law 
and performed by the high priest, was sprinkling. Now, 
then, if the action of sprinkling can be expressed by 
"cn aimati" (with the element), why may not the 
same action in baptism be also expressed by "cn 
udati" and mean with water? 

The answer must be, It may be, and is, so expressed; 
for there is no reason why " cn udati ” does not mean 
with water, as well as " cn aimati" means with blood. 

The conclusion, then, is inevitable that John in bap- 
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tizing applied the water to the people, not them to 
it as immersion would require. 

But it is insisted that the phrase " en to Iordane po- 
tamo" proves that John immersed them in the river 

We reply that it simply indicates the locality of the 
baptism; just as elsewhere it says. He baptized "in the 
wilderness (en teeremo)" (Mark 1.4:), "in Bethania” 
(John 1.28:), "in Ainon" (John 3.23:) So it says, 
He baptized "in the river Iordan" (Mark 1.5:), but 
does not say "In the waters of the Jordan.” That he 
put them into and under the water is mere assumption, 
and requires proof; because we have shown that bap- 
tiso makes no such demand, especially in the New 
Testament. And, should we admit that John and his 
candidates stood in the water during the baptism, 
there is nothing in the record to show that he put them 

Dr. Carson admits that the phrase en Iordane means 
locality, (p. 351.) thus: "Indeed, when we wish merely 
to designate the place of baptism, we always use in. — 
They were baptized in the Thames.” 

Again (p. 291.) he says, “It designates merely the 
place or substance in which the action of the verb is 
performed. . , . . This will appear clear to any 
one who takes an example in which the verb is 
changed. Such a man ‘was killed in the river.’ ” 

Does not this testimony of Dr. Carson clearly sustain 
us?. Because “ a man was killed in the river,” does it 
necessarily follow that he was either under or in the 
water while being killed? By no means. Nor does it 
follow that John put the people under water when he 
baptized them in the river Jordan. 

Dr. Dale explains this so clearly that we freely quote 
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him (Johan. Bap., p. 349.), thus: " Jordan is constant¬ 
ly spoken of as a locality in connection with baptism. 
Matt 3.13: ‘Then cometh Jesus from Galilee to (efi) 
Jordan.’ John 1.28: ‘ These things were done in Beth- 
abara beyond Jordan where John was baptizing.’ John 
3.26: ‘ He that was with thee beyond Jordan.’ John 
10.40: ‘And went away again beyond Jordan into the 
place where John at first baptized.’ We say that en 
Iordane denotes locality just as all other localities, 
en eremo, en Bethania, en Ainon, are designated.” 

No one thinks that these expressions denote any¬ 
thing more than locality; neither does en Iordane de¬ 
note anything more. 

Again Dr. Dale (p. 328) says, “ John’s presence at 
the Jordan, and his consequent baptism there, is fully 
accounted for without any reference to the mode of 
baptism. In support of this statement we adduce the 
fact, that the Jordan and the vicinity of the Jordan 
was John’s home, and the appointed field within which 
he should exercise his ministry. Luke (3.2:) says, 
‘ The word of God came unto John, the son of Zach- 
arias, in the wilderness. And he came into all the 
country about Jordan preaching the baptism of re¬ 
pentance into the remission of sins. As it is written in 
the book of the words of Esaias the prophet, saying, 
The voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye 
the way of the Lord, etc.’ ” 

Again (p. 329.), “ It is, then, a matter settled as ab¬ 
solutely as Scripture can settle it, that John was in 
the wilderness through which the Jordan flowed, not 
for the purpose of dipping into its .waters, but because 
it was his home. ” 

Again (p. 331.), “Did others ‘go to the river for 
baptism,’ because there were no water facilities for a 
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baptism at the places from which they came? There 
is no shadow of such an intimation' in the Scriptures. 
Some, we are told, went out ‘to see John’; and some 
went to inquire of him, ‘Who art thou’? and some 
went to hear him preach; and some ‘ came forth to be 
baptized of him’; but it is nowhere said, they came 
out to the Jordan to be baptized because it was a river 
and there was not means for baptizing in the places 
which they left. It was not the river which attracted 
them, but John; and John was at the river, and bap¬ 
tized at the river, not because it was a river, but be¬ 
cause it was his home, and because it furnished the 
nearest and most natural supply of water. ‘Jesus 
came from Galilee to Jordan unto John, to be baptized 
of him.’ He did not come to Jordan because there was 
no river, or no water in Galilee, but because there 
was no John there. The theory patronizes Jordan at 
the expense of John. The Bible magnifies the Bap- 
tizer and puts the place of baptism, ‘ in the Jordan,’ in 
a common list with other places of baptism, ‘in the 
wilderness,’ ‘ in Bethany,’ ‘in Ainon,’ declaring that in 
all these places, alike, John did baptize en udali eis 
vietanoian.” This explanation of Dr. Dale presents 
the facts in their true light, and makes everything cen¬ 
ter in John, and not in “ the place of baptism.” 

There is no more immersion “in the Jordan ” in 
Matt. 3.6:, and in Mark 1.9; than in Joshua 3.8: 
“ When ye are cogj^to the brink of the water of Jor¬ 
dan, ye shall stan^Jjji Jordan (en to Iordanc)." It 
is the same expression in all these places; but no one 
thinks of affirming an immersion of the priests in the 
waters of the Jordan because it says "in the Jordan” 
— no one. There was no water under their feet, nor 
under the feet of the Israelites while they crossed the 
Jordan; for Joshua 3.17: says, “And all the Israelites 
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passed over on dry ground, until all the people were 
passed clean over Jordan.” If cn to Iordanc, in 
Joshua 3.8:, does not demand immersion in the waters 
of the Jordan, why should it in Matt. 3.6: and Mark 
1.9:, and be taken as proof that an immersion was 
what John performed? 

John had a higher idea of baptism than a mere dip¬ 
ping into water; for, when the Lord asked for baptism 
at his hands, he objected and said, Matt. 3.14: “ I have 
need to be baptized of thee, and comest thou to me ” ? 
Did John mean, “I need to be put under the water 
by thee? No, no! He felt that he needed an imparta- 
tion of greater spiritual power at the hands of the 
great Baptizer, who baptizes his people with the Holy 
Spirit. And shall we magnify the symbol at the ex¬ 
pense of the real baptism? Water can only symbolize 
the purifying influences of the Holy Spirit upon the 
heart, and should not be made so prominent and im¬ 
portant as entirely to overshadow the great work it 
represents. 

The question naturally arises, How many did John 
baptize during his ministry? What is the record? 
Matt. (3.5-6:) says, “ Then went out to him Jerusalem, 
and all Judea, and all the region round about Jordan, 
and were baptized of him in Jordan, confessing their 
sins.” Mark 1.5: “And there went out unto him all 
the land of Judea, and they of Jerusalem, and were all 
baptized of him in the river of Jordan, confessing their 
sins.” Luke 3.21: “Now, when all the people were 
baptized, it came to pass, that Jesus also being baptized, 
and praying the heaven was opened.” 

Here we have the explicit statement of Matthew 
and Mark that he baptized a great multitude, but 
no figures are given; while Luke informs us that 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


John’s work was nearly done, when he baptized the 
Lord—" all the people were baptized.” 

It must be remembered that he commenced his pub¬ 
lic ministry about six months before he baptized the 
Lord; so that he baptized “all the people" (meaning 
a large number) in six months. 

This should not be taken too literally, but it means 
a number too large to be baptized one by one by any 
mode; while immersion would compel John to stand 
in the cold waters of the Jordan too long for either 
comfort or health. 

All the explorers of the Jordan tell us that its waters 
are very cold, and the current very swift and strong at 
the place where John probably baptized. 

Lieut. Lynch with his party descended the Jordan 
in iron boats, and he thus describes its swiftness (p 
255.), “ With its tumultuous rush the river hurried us 
onward ”; and, in speaking of the current at the place 
where the Lord was probably baptized, he says; “ The 
impetuous river, in grateful homage, must have stayed 
its course, and gently laved the body of its Lord.” He 
adds, “ There is danger of drowning, accidents occur¬ 
ring every year.” 

In such swift current it would be very dangerous to 
perform immersion; and in such cold water the limbs 
would soon become too numb to be used at all. The 
probabilities are that John did not stand in the water 
while baptizing; and in this we are sustained by Dr. 
Carson, who (p. 131.) says, “I think there is no reason 
to believe that John the Baptist usually went into the 
water in baptizing. The striking difference between 
the accounts of these two baptisms (Jesus and the 
Eunuch) leads me to conclude that John chose some 
place on the edge of the Jordan that admitted the im- 
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mersion of the person baptized, while the baptizer re¬ 
mained on the margin." 

Again, he (p. 336-337.) says, “Instead of keeping 
John the Baptist ten hours every day in the water, I 
will not oblige him to go into the water at all: he might 
have stood on the brink." 

Mr. Ford (p. 165.) quotes these remarks of Dr. 
Carson approvingly, and adds, “Our opinion, however, 
is, that John, as a general thing, entered the water 
when he baptized in the Jordan.” 

These admissions grant us all we could ask; and, 
though not so intended, they destroy the immersion 
theory;. because under such circumstances no immer¬ 
sion could be performed, unless the water “by the 
brink,” where John stood, was very deep; and then, 
with such an “impetuous current,” it would be very 
dangerous for the candidates to wade into such deep 
water, where he could immerse them while standing 
on the brink. 

If John did not go into the water himself, where is 
the necessity for the people to do so? On this point 
the record demands no more of them than of him. 
It is more than probable that neither party stood in the 
water. We must bear in mind that John was a Jewish 
prophet, still acting under the old dispensation for six 
months before Christ came to be baptized by him. 
Acting under the Jewish law, he would carry out its 
instructions regarding ceremonial cleansings for puri¬ 
fication, which required the use of a bunch of hyssop 
with which to sprinkle the people and all other things, 
needing cleansing, with the water of purification into 
which it had been dipped. (See Lev. 144-7:. 49-5 2: > 
Psalms 51.7:, Heb. 9.19-23:). The Psalmist says, 
“ Purge me with hyssop, and I shall be clean.” So 
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John, as the crowds presented themselves for baptism 
(ceremonial purification) as he stood on the brink (ac¬ 
cording to Dr. Carson), dipped a “ bunch of hyssop ” 
into the water, and baptized (sprinkled) “ all the peo¬ 
ple.” All this is plain, and according to the instruc¬ 
tions of the law under which he acted. 

Our neighbors, feeling the force of the argument 
against baptizing such vast numbers by immersion, af¬ 
firm that the number baptized by John was very small, 
some even confining it to a few hundred; and they 
quote in proof John 4.1: "When therefore the Lord 
knew how the Pharisees had heard that Jesus made 
and baptized more disciples than John.” 

Mr. Ford (p. 166-167) says, “It would throw some 
light on this subject, could it be decided how many 
people did Jesus baptize through his disciples. 
. . . . Yet the largest number of his disciples 
prior to the Pentecost, that we ever read of, were the 
one hundred and twenty brethren at Jerusalem, and the 
‘over five hundred brethren’ in Galilee (many of 
which numbers, doubtless, were duplicates). ” 

Mr. Ford tries to convey the impression that John 
baptized less than five hundred persons during his 
ministry by the statement of John 4-1: But this 
shows how hard pressed he and his brethren are, or 
they would not resort to such an absurd explanation. 
Think of these statements, “ Then went out to him 
Jerusalem, and all Judea, and all the region round 
about Jordan, and were all baptized of him ” — “ All 
the people were baptized”—and then compare them 
with “ less than five hundred persons baptized by John 
during his ministry”! 

John 4.1: does not compare the entire number bap¬ 
tized by John with that by Christ’s disciples, but mere- 
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ly states the report then in circulation that at that time 
Jesus’s disciples were baptizing more persons than 
John. John’s great work was performed before the 
baptism of Christ, and he baptized but few after that 
event. When informed that “ Jesus was baptizing, 
and all men come to him,” John replied: “ This my joy 
therefore is fulfilled. He must increase, but I must 
decrease.” 

We call the attention of our neighbors to this 
strange fact, viz.: that after John’s ministry ceased, the 
New Testament nowhere mentions either the Jordan 
or Aenon as places where baptisms were performed. 
On this point we quote the remarks of Dr. Dale. He 
(Christie. Bap., p. 203.) says, “Neither the Jordan nor 
any other river ever afterward appears in the ad¬ 
ministration of baptism. At Enon (springs) * much 
water,’ — many waters, or springs, are spoken of; not, 
however, to show that there was a quantity of water 
for baptism, but to explain how it was, that John and 
the disciples of Jesus could baptize in the same neigh¬ 
borhood without interfering with each other. 

That this explanation of the relation of Jordan and 
of Enon to the administration of baptism is correct, is 
shown by the fact, that when the singular wilderness 
ministry of John passes away, the river baptism van¬ 
ishes from Scripture with it; and when the singular 
concurrent baptism of John and Jesus ceases, Enon 
and its ‘ many springs ’ cease to be heard of.” 

No doubt this explanation is the correct one; for, 
if baptism is invariably an immersion, and these places 
were used for that purpose, why were they never so 
used after John’s day? It was because John was there, 
and these places were near his home; and not because 
so much water was needed for immersing, that the bap¬ 
tisms were performed there. 
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As our preceding arguments have clearly shown that 
John did not immerse his candidates, it is hardly neces¬ 
sary to notice the arguments of our neighbors on the 
“ much water ” of Aenon. Nor would we, if they did 
not lay so much stress on the expression, "Because 
there was much water there ”; and then triumphantly 
ask us, “Why jdid John go to Aenon, because there 
was much water there, if he only sprinkled the peo¬ 
ple?” We reply, Do not ask us to prove a negative. 
It is your place to prove that he went there because it 
gave him better opportunity for immersion than at the 
Jordan. You affirm that he went there for the pur¬ 
pose of immersing the people. This we boldly deny, 
and demand the proof that he immersed one person at 
Aenon. The burden of proof rests with you. Give us 
one plain case of immersion there, and do not ask us 
to prove a case of sprinkling. The water at Aenon 
may have been deep enough for an immersion, but did 
the evangelist, by saying “Because there was much 
water there,” intend to teach that John went there to 
immerse the people because of an abundance of water ? 
Was not the water of the Jordan sufficient for that pur¬ 
pose? What answer? 

In classic Greek we find such statements as this: 
"Thebe baptized Alexander with much wine (oino 
polio) ”, but she did not immerse him in it. The “much 
wine ” was in him, not he in it. Nor does the " much 
water ” at Aenon require the submersion of the bap¬ 
tized. 

Why, then, did John leave the Jordan and go to 
Aenon to baptize? Not because he could not immerse 
in the Jordan — by no means; but because the cere¬ 
monial law, under which John was acting, required 
pure running (living) water for cleansing purposes; 
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and, at this time, the “ many waters ” (udata folia) of 
the many springs at Aenon were clearer and purer 
than the muddy Jordan. 

Mr. Ford (p. 390) says, ‘‘ The very name ‘ Ainon,’ 
meaning simply‘ fountains,’ — bears witness, we think, 
against its location on the Jordan.” Then (p. 392- 
393) he quotes Dr. Barclay approvingly, thus: “ I 
found in the Wady Farah about six miles northeast of 
Jerusalem, a most copious fountain, capable of driving 
several mills as it gushes forth from the earth. 
. . . . We passed some half dozen expansions 
of the stream; the water rivalling the atmosphere itself 
in transparency; of depths varying from a few inches 

to a fathom and more.These pools are 

supplied by some half-dozen springs of the purest and 
coldest water, bursting from rocky crevices at various 
intervals. Verily, thought I, we have stumbled upon 
Aenon. ‘ Many fountains,’ I believe, is what Pro¬ 
fessor Robinson, the great biblical geographer and 
lexicographer, prefers rendering the ' folia hudata ’ of 
Aenon; and here are not only ‘ many fountains,’ but 
literally ‘much water’; thus accommodating each 

translation.I have an assured conviction 

that this place is indeed no other than the Aenon 
(fountains) near to Salim where John was baptizing, 
‘because there was much water there.’” 

These statements throw a flood of light upon the 
subject, and inform us why John retired from the Jor¬ 
dan, and went to Aenon to baptize. When the 
Jordan was swollen and muddy, and consequently not 
suitable for ceremonial cleansings, then Aenon with its 
many pure cold fountains furnished him with an 
abundance of pure living water as the law required for 
his use — this, and nothing more. 
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We have now carefully examined John’s baptism, 
but find no command to perform it by immersion; no 
specific or even general instructions how it must be 
performed to be valid — nothing of the kind. The 
only argument for immersion is drawn entirely from 
inferences, as we have seen during the examination; 
while our line of argument has shown that the evi¬ 
dence is in favor of affusion and not immersion. 

Example 2. The second example is that of the 
Lord Jesus Christ by John. 

Matt. 3.13-17: “Then cometh Jesus from Galilee 
to Jordan unto John, to be baptized of him. But John 
forbade him, saying, I have need to be baptized of 
thee, and contest thou to me? And Jesus answering 
said unto him, Suffer it to be so now: for thus it be- 
cometh us to fulfill all righteousness. Then he suf¬ 
fered him. And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up 
straightway out of the water: and, lo, the heavens 
were opened unto him, and he saw the Spirit of God 
descending like a dove, and lighting upon him. And 
lo, a voice from heaven, saying, This is my beloved 
Son, in whom I am well pleased.” 

This example is of great importance, because it is 
the first instance in the New Testament of an individ¬ 
ual baptism; because the baptized person was Christ; 
and because many believe it was intended as a pattern 
for their imitation, and they can only be satisfied by 
being baptized in the same way. It is necessary, there¬ 
fore, carefully to examine this baptism that we may 
learn the facts in the case. 

Can we ascertain why he was baptized, and how 
it was performed? 

To get a clear understanding of it we must inquire, 

I. Who took part in this baptism, and what rela¬ 
tions did the parties sustain to each other? 
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Those engaged in it were John the Baptist, and the 
Lord Jesus Christ. While John was baptizing at the 
Jordan the Lord came and requested baptism at his 
hands. Why of him ? This leads to the inquiry, 

I. Who was John that the Lord should ask this at 
his hands? We reply, 

(i.) He was of the priesthood. He did not be¬ 
come a priest, though in the regular line of the priest¬ 
hood, as these texts of Scripture show. 

Luke 1.5: “ There was in the days of Herod, the 
king of Judea, a certain priest named Zacharias, of 
the course of Abia: and his wife was of the daughters 
of Aaron, and her name was Elizabeth.” 

Luke here informs us that John’s father was a 
“priest”; and also that his mother was "of the 
daughters of Aaron ” and not simply a Levite; which 
proves him directly in the priestly line. He also states 
that John’s father was an acting priest before and at 
the birth of John. 

Luke 1.8-9; “And it came to pass, that, while he 
executed the priest’s office before God in the order of 
his course, according to the custom of the priest’s 
office, his lot was to bum incense when he went into 
the temple of the Lord.” 

This shows that he was exercising his priestly func¬ 
tions when the angel Gabriel, “ standing on the right 
side of the altar of incense,” announced the birth of 
John. 

While John did not become a priest, he was regular¬ 
ly in the priestly line, which empowered him to trans¬ 
fer the priesthood from Aaron to Christ. 

(2.) He was a prophet. He so acted and was so 
recognized, and his father prophesied that he would 
be one. 
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Luke 1.76-77 : " And thou, child, shalt be called 
the prophet of the Highest: for thou shalt go before 
the face of the Lord to prepare his ways; to give 
knowledge of salvation unto his people by the remis¬ 
sion of their sins.” 

The Lord Jesus also declared that he was a prophet. 

Luke 7.28-29: “ For I say unto you, Among those 
bom of women there is not a greater prophet than John 
the Baptist: but he that is least in the kingdom 
of God is greater than he. And all the people that 
heard him, and the publicans, justified God, being 
baptized with the baptism of John.” No wonder the 
people rejoiced when they heard that he, who had 
baptized them, was a prophet of the Lord. (See 
Mark 11.32.) 

As a prophet, and being in the regular line of the 
priesthood, he had full authority to do all, and more 
than, a priest could do; so that as a priestly prophet 
he was fully qualified for his work. 

(3.)' His work, as a prophet, was to “ prepare the 
way of the Lord ”; so that Christ, by fulfilling the 
law, could enter upon his work, and as our high priest 
make complete atonement for sinners. 

Jesus (Heb. 5.10) was “ called of God a high priest 
after the order of Melchisedec.” John, as a prophet, 
could and did induct Christ into his priestly office; 
as Moses, being a prophet, inducted Aaron into his 
priestly office. John’s father declared that John would 
be “ called the prophet of the Highest,” so as to “ go 
before the face of the Lord to prepare his ways ” — 
the way of the world’s redeemer. 

John also (John 1.23) testifies, “ I am the voice of 
one crying in the wilderness, Make straight the way of 
the Lord ” — “ prepare the way of the Lord,” 
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Mark 1.2-3: “As it is written in the prophets. Be¬ 
hold, I send my messenger before thy face, which shall 
prepare thy way before thee. The voice of one cry¬ 
ing in the'wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, 
make his paths straight.” 

We must remember that John was the last prophet 
under the Old Dispensation, and therefore the only one 
to transfer the priesthood from Aaron to Christ — 
from the Levitical to the Melchisedec priesthood: 
and, as Christ was not of the tribe of Levi, and could 
not legally, of himself, enter the priesthood, it was nec¬ 
essary, as we shall see, for John as a prophet to “ pre¬ 
pare the way,” so that the Lord could, according to the 
law, become the great high priest for all the world, 
for Gentiles as well as Jews. 

Our investigation, so far, has shown that John was 
the one for this work, being regularly in the priestly 
line, but taking the higher office of prophet, so that he 
might, as the last Old Testament prophet, induct 
Christ into the priesthood, and give him authority ac¬ 
cording to the law to be the high priest for evermore. 

2. The person baptized was the Lord Jesus Christ, 
our great high priest, of whom all the high priests 
and the law were only types and shadows. For this 
reason (if for no other) he was not, could not be, a 
Jewish high priest. This must not be forgotten. 
What saith the Scripture? 

Heb. 7.11-28: “ If therefore perfection were by the 
Levitical priesthood, (for under it the people received 
the law,) what further need was there that another 
priest should rise after the order of Melchisedec, and 
not be called after the order of Aaron? For the 
priesthood being changed, there is made of necessity 
a change also of the law. For he of whom these 
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things are spoken pertainetli to another tribe, of which 
HO man gave attendance at the altar. For it is evident 
that our Lord sprang out of Juda; of which tribe 
Moses spake nothing concerning priesthood. And it 
is yet far more evident: for that after the similitude 
of Melchisedec there ariseth another priest, who is 
made, not after the law of a carnal commandment, 
but after the power of an endless life. For he testi- 
fieth, Thou art a priest for ever after the order of 
Melchisedec. For there is verily a disannulling of 
the commandment going before for the weakness and 
unprofitableness thereof. For the law made nothing 
perfect, but the bringing in of a better hope did; by 
the which we draw nigh unto God. And inasmuch as 
not without an oath he was made priest: (For those 
priests were made without an oath; but this with 
an oath by him that said unto him, The Lord sware 
and will not repent, Thou art a priest for- ever after 
the order of Melchisedec,) by so much was Jesus made 
a surety of a better testament. And they truly were 
many priests, because they were not suffered to con¬ 
tinue by reason of death: but this man, because he 
continue* ever, hath an unchangeable priesthood. 
Wherefore he is able also to save them to the uttermost 
that come unto God by him, seeing he ever live* to 
make intercession for them. For such a high priest 
became us, who is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate 
from sinners, and made higher than the heavens; who 
needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up 
sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the peo¬ 
ple’s : for this he did once, when he offered up him¬ 
self. For the law make* men high priests which have 
infirmity; but the word of the oath, which was since 
the law, make* the Son, who is consecrated for ever-. 
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In this quotation the apostle shows the necessity for 
a change in the priesthood from Aaron to Melchisedec, 
because the law and the Levitical priesthood were so 
weak and imperfect, being only the “shadows of 
good things to come ”; and could only answer, and 
that very imperfectly, for the Jews. The change, 
then, was necessary for two reasons, viz., that a per¬ 
fect human being might become the high priest; and 
the high priest for every man — for all the world. 
Unless this change was made he could not be. 

Heb. 8.4: “ For if he were on earth, he should not 
be a priest, seeing that there are priests that offer 
gifts according to the law." This passage shows that 
he could not be a Jewish priest according to the law, 
because the law confined the offering of gifts and sac¬ 
rifices on Jewish altars to the tribe of Levi and the 
house of Aaron. The Lord never officiated in the 
Jewish temple. He could not, because earthly (Jew¬ 
ish) priests were there officiating according to the law. 
Lange (Com. on Heb. 6.20) says, “Jesus embodies in 
himself not only the Aaronic but the Melchisedek high- 
priesthood, and carries the type of that priesthood to 
perfection.’ 

These points must be clearly kept in mind as the 
argument continues. 

We now see the position of John and Christ in their 
relation to each other, and what is necessary to be 

This prepares us for the question, 

II. Why did John baptize the Lord? Or, why 
did the Lord seek baptism at the hands of John? 
Why? 

It was not to wash away sin, for he was without sin. 
Nor was it John’s baptism that he received, for that 
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was for penitents, and he needed no repentance; nor 
was it of the same nature as that received by all others 
at the hands of John. His baptism, then, differs from 
all other baptisms performed by John, something pe¬ 
culiar to himself. This aids us greatly in our investi¬ 
gation. 

Nor was it Christian baptism, for John did not ad¬ 
minister that; and it was not instituted until after 
the Lord’s resurrection from the dead; nor was Chris¬ 
tian baptism administered to any one until the day 
of Pentecost, after the Lord’s ascension. Our neigh¬ 
bors assert that he was baptized to “ set an example.” 
We demand the proof. There is no such teaching 
in the New Testament. If baptized to " set an exam¬ 
ple,” he should have been among the first baptized by 
John; but Luke (3.21) says, “ Now when all the peo¬ 
ple were baptized, it came to pass, that Jesus also being 
baptized, and praying, the heaven was opened.” 
Strange that he did not “ set the example ” long before 
this — before “all the people were baptized.” But say 
they, “ The example was for us to follow.” 

We reply, Nowhere is his baptism alluded to as be¬ 
ing performed for that purpose, or as a pattern for 
us to copy — not even mentioned after the record of 
its performance. The idea is perfectly absurd. 

What then? The baptism was for him alone. He 
was the only one to whom John could administer it; 
and no one else could perform it but John. 

Let him answer for himself, as his reply to John’s 
objections removed them, and secured his baptism 
by John. Matt. 3.15: “And Jesus answering said 
unto him, Suffer it to be so now; for thus it becometh 
us to fulfill all righteousness. Then he suffered him.” 
This explanation of the Lord gives us the key to the 
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whole transaction. Were it not for this, it would be 
impossible to reach any satisfactory conclusion in re¬ 
gard to it. As Matthew is the only one who records 
this reply of Christ to John, we will see how he uses 
the word “ fulfill ’’ in other places in his gospel. 

Matt. 2.23: "And he came and dwelt in a city 
called Nazareth: that it might be fulfilled which was 
spoken by the prophets, He shall be called a Nazar- 
ene.” 

Matt. .5.17-18: “Think not that I am come to 
destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to 
destroy, but to fulfill. For verily I say unto you. Till 
heaven and earth pass, one jot of one tittle shall in no 
wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.” 

Matt. 12.17-18: “ That it might be fulfilled which 
was spoken by Esaias the prophet, saying, behold my 
servant, whom I have chosen; my beloved, in whom 
my soul is well pleased; I will put my Spirit upon 
him and he shall show judgment to the Gentiles.” 

Matt. 26.56: “But all this was done, that the 
Scriptures of the prophets might be fulfilled." 

These are only a few of the many instances where 
Matthew uses the word “ fulfill,” always referring to 
some requirement or prophecy in the Old Testament 
concerning Christ. In fact it is so used in Matthew 
every time with one exception, proving that in Matt. 
3.15 it was some requirement of the law that must be 
fulfilled by his baptism. He “ came, not to destroy, 
but to fulfill the law” — every requirement. Again, 
Luke 24.44: “And he said unto them, These are 
the words which I spake unto you, while I was yet 
with you, that all things must be fulfilled, which were 
written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and 
in the psalms, concerning me.” 
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What were the "all things written in the law of 
Moses concerning him that must be fulfilled ” ? Did 
they not include the law of the priesthood? Did not 
the Jewish priesthood and its law refer to, and find 
fulfillment in, his priesthood and him? 

When he said he “ came to fulfill the law,” did he not 
mean, and did he not fulfill, the law of the priesthood? 
Was not the Jewish priesthood the type of him — the 
high priest of the new dispensation? 

When the Lord said to John, "It becometh us to 
fulfill all righteousness,” did he not refer to the law 
of the priesthood upon which he was about to enter, 
and which required every priest to be washed with 
water before he could enter upon the duties of his 
office; and for which John, and John alone, could 
prepare him? Most certainly. This would “ prepare 
the way of the Lord, make his paths straight (Mark 

my 

Does not this explain John’s immediate compliance 
with his request? No other place can be found in 
the Old Testament where a prophet was commanded to 
apply water to a priest, that would, for its fulfillment, 
require John to baptize the Lord. We must remem¬ 
ber the Old Testament was all the word of God then in 
existence — not a word of the New Testament being 
written until at least thirty years after this important 
event. Besides John was an Old Testament prophet, 
acting under its instructions; and when, “ to fulfill all 
righteousness,” he baptized the Lord, because, as his 
forerunner, it was necessary thus to prepare his way, it 
follows conclusively that the law of the priesthood re¬ 
quired this at their hands. 

What was the prophet to do to prepare the priest 
for entering upon the duties of his priestly office ? We 
will turn to the law and read its requirements. 
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Exodus 29.1 :,4 :,7: “ And this is the thing that thou 
shalt do unto them to hallow them, to minister unto 
me in the priest’s office: Take one young bullock, 
and two rams without blemish, etc. And Aaron and 
his sons thou shalt bring unto the door of the taber¬ 
nacle of the congregation, and shalt wash them with 
water. . . . Then shalt thou take the anointing 
oil, and pour it upon his head, and anoint him.” 

Three things were required of every priest before 
assuming the duties of his office: 1. He must be 
" washed with water ”; 2. He must be “ anointed 
with oil ”; 3. He must “ offer sacrifice.” Smith 
(Bib. Die. p. 72) says: “The consecration of the 
high priest deserves especial notice. It was first by 
baptism, then by unction, and lastly by sacrifice. (Ex. 
29.4:, 40.12:, Levi. 8.)” 

(1.) The prophet must wash the priest with wa- 

Moses was the prophet, and Aaron and his sons were 
to be inducted into the priesthood; so the prophet 
was instructed to bring the priest “to the door of 
the tabernacle,” and “wash him and his sons to hal¬ 
low them to minister unto the Lord in the priest’s 
office.” And “ all the congregation was gathered un¬ 
to the door of the tabernacle ” (Lev. 8.3-5) t0 witness 
the ceremony. This is a plain and accurate statement 
of the case before us. John was the prophet who was 
lo “ prepare the way of the Lord.” Jesus was to be 
the great high priest, whose may must be prepared for 
him. So he went to the prophet John and requested 
his priestly washing at his hands in the presence of 
the congregation (people) “ to hallow him to minister 
in the priest’s office,” giving as a reason for his re¬ 
quest, and also to remove Joint’s objection about bap- 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


lizing his superior, " Thus it becometh us to fulfill all 
righteousness”—all that the law requires of us both 
(the prophet and the priest). 

As the law required the prophet to “wash the 
priest with water to hallow him to minister ” in his 
office, some one must do this for the high priest Jesus, 
that the requirement of the law may be fulfilled. Who 
could do this but John? No one. And John by bap¬ 
tizing him (giving him his priestly washing) inducted 
him into his priestly office and public ministry. Bibli¬ 
cal scholars sustain us in affirming that his baptism 
was his priestly washing, as we will show. 

Alford (Com. on Matt. 3.13p. 24) says, “ His bap¬ 
tism, as it was our Lord’s closing act of obedience 
under the Law, in His hitherto concealed life of legal 
submission, his plaerosai pasan dikaiosunen, so was 
His solemn inauguration and anointing for the higher 
official life of mediatorial satisfaction which was now 
opening upon him.” And he (p. 25) says, " diltaiosn- 
nen ” means “ requirements of the law.” 

This testimony from such a distinguished scholar is 
very strong and conclusive. 

Lange (Com. Malt. 3.15, p. 76) says, " Thus it 
becomes us to fulfill all righteousness," — an expres¬ 
sion which must evidently refer to Old Testament 
righteousness.” Again he (p. 77) says, “Jesus re¬ 
moved these objections by simply referring to the re¬ 
quirements of righteousness; by which our Lord 
must have meant the Levitical consequences of John’s 
prophetic mission.” 

Olshausen (Com. Vol. I., p. 271) says, “ Christ’s 
baptism was His solemn inauguration as the Messiah 
King. . . . The baptism of Jesus stands therefore 
on a level with His undergoing circumcision and puri- 
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fication.” Again (Com. Luke 3.21p. 240) “ Partic¬ 
ipation in the cleansing rites of the Old Testament 
was not on the part of the Savior, an unmeaning ac¬ 
tion for appearance’s sake, but one of essential im- 

Meyer (Com. Matt. 3.15:, p. 83) says, “ The true 
meaning appears from Ver. 13:, namely, because Jesus 
was consciously certain that He must, agreeably to 
God’s will, subject Himself to the baptism of His fore¬ 
runner, in order (vv. 16, 17) to receive the Messianic 
consecration; that is, the divine declaration that he 
was the Messiah, and thereby to belong from that 
moment solely and entirely to this great vocation." 
Again (p. S4) "But that baptism, to which he felt 
certain that He must submit Himself, was to be for 
Him the divine ordination to the Messiahship." 

Rev. W. C. Duncan (Life, John the Baptist, p. 152- 
153) says, “ This was the second great signification 
of the baptism of Jesus — in order to receive, by means 
of the rite, a consecration to his calling, and to distin¬ 
guish, through this ceremonial act, the beginning of 
his public ministry.” 

This author is a strong Baptist, and yet he (p. 118) 
says, “ Of the Levitical washings enjoined upon and 
practiced by the Hebrews, none seem to have been 
performed by immersion.” We may refer to this 
again. 

Smith’s Bib. Die. (p. 73) says, “ Plainly the most 
important action of John as a baptist was his baptism 
of Jesus, which was His formal setting apart for His 
ministry, and was a most important portion of His con¬ 
secration to be the High Priest of God. He was just 
entering on the age of thirty (Luke 3.23).” 

The testimony of these eminent scholars (and more 
can be given) fully sustains our position. 
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The force of our argument can only be evaded by 
denying that Jesus became a high priest on earth — 
that this was done after his ascension to heaven; and 
this position some of our neighbors have taken; and 
in so doing they deny the plain teachings of God’s 
word, which shows what men will be led to do rather 
than acknowledge their defeat. 

2. The second requirement was that the priest be 
"anointed with oil.” 

Ex. 29.7: “ Then shalt thou take the anointing oil 
and pour it upon his head, and anoint him.” Ex. 
40.13: "And thou shalt put upon Aaron the holy 
garments, and anoint him, and sanctify him; that he 
may minister unto me in the priest's office.’’ 

Moses anointed Aaron by pouring the oil on his 
head. Did Jesus receive his anointing also? Where, 
when, and how? At the Jordan, immediately after 
his baptism by John. As Aaron was washed and 
anointed “ at the door of the tabernacle ” in the “ pres¬ 
ence of the congregation,” so Jesus was washed (bap¬ 
tised) and anointed at the Jordan in the presence of the 

Aaron was anointed with oil, but Jesus with the 
Holy Spirit, called in his case, the "oil of gladness.’’ 
Thus the apostle in Heb. 1.9 (quoting Psalms 45.7) 
says, “Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated in¬ 
iquity; therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed 
thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows.” 

Thus the anointing was the fulfillment of prophecy 
as well as the requirement of the Levitical law, and 
was performed by God (not by John) from heaven, 
the “ oil of gladness ” (Holy Spirit) descending upon 
the Lord’s head, like the oil poured on Aaron’s head. 

John 1.32-34: “And John bare record, saying, 
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I saw the Spirit descending from heaven like a dove, 
and it abode upon him. And I knew him not: but 
he that sent me to baptize with water, the same said 
unto me. Upon whom thou shalt see the Spirit de¬ 
scending, and remaining on him, the same is he that 
baptizeth with the Holy Ghost. And I saw and bare 
record that this is the Son of God.” And this was 
his anointing. 

Acts 4.27-28: "For of a truth against thy holy 
child Jesus, whom thou hast anointed, both Herod, 
and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles, and the people 
of Israel, were gathered together, for to do whatso¬ 
ever thy hand and thy counsel determined before to be 

Acts 10.38: “How God anointed Jesus of Naza¬ 
reth luith the Holy Ghost and with power: who went 
about doing good, and healing all that were oppressed 
of the devil; for God was with him.” 

These passages plainly declare that “ God anointed 
Jesus with the Ploly Ghost ” — the “ oil of gladness.” 
They also teach that he was anointed before he “ went 
about doing good.” The Lord himself so teaches. 
Just after his return from the temptation in the wil¬ 
derness he went into the synagogue at Nazareth and 
read Isaiah 61.1-2: (See Luke 4.17-22) thus, "The 
Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he hath anoint¬ 
ed me to preach the gospel to the poor; he hath sent 
me to heal the broken-hearted, to preach deliverance 
to the captives, and recovering of sight to the blind, 
to set at liberty them that are bruised, to preach the 
acceptable year of the Lord.” 

Verses 21-22: “And he began to say unto them. 
This day is this Scripture fulfilled in your ears. And 
all bare him witness, and wondered at the gracious 
words which proceeded out of his mouth.” 
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What more need we? He had received his anointing 
before reading and explaining this Scripture to them. 
Even our neighbors admit that his anointing with the 
Holy Ghost occurred at the Jordan in connection 
with his baptism by John. But his priestly washing 
must precede his anointing; therefore his baptism 
by John was his priestly washing, and the conclusion is 
unavoidable. 

3. The third requirement of the law was that the 
priest must offer sacrifice. 

Heb. 5.1: “ For every high priest taken from 
among men is ordained for men in things pertaining 
to God, that he may offer both gifts and sacrifices for 
sins.” What did God command? 

Lev. • “ And the Lord spake unto Moses, 
saying, Take Aaron and his sons with him, and the 
garments, and the anointing oil, and a bullock for the 
sin-offering, and two rams, and a basket of unleavened 
bread; and gather thou all the congregation together 
unto the door of the tabernacle of the congregation. 
And Moses did as the Lord commanded him; and the 
assembly was gathered together unto the door of the 
tabernacle of the congregation. And Moses said unto 
the congregation, This is the thing which the Lord 
commanded to be done. And Moses brought Aaron 
and his sons, and washed them with water. . . . 
And Moses look the anointing oil, and anointed the 
tabernacle and all that was therein, and sanctified 
them. And he sprinkled thereof upon the altar seven 
times, and anointed the altar and all his vessels, both 
the laver and his foot, to sanctify them. And he 
poured of the anointing oil upon Aaron’s head, and 
anointed him, to sanctify him. And Moses brought 
Aaron’s sons, and put coats upon them, and girded 
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them with girdles, and put bonnets upon them; as the 
Lord commanded Moses. And he brought the bul¬ 
lock for the sin-offering; and Aaron and his sons laid 
their hands upon the head of the bullock for the sin- 
offering. And he slew it; and Moses took the blood, 
and put it upon the horns of the altar round about 
with his finger, and purified the altar, and poured 
the blood at the bottom of the altar, and sanctified it, 
to make reconciliation upon it. . . . But the bul¬ 
lock, and his hide, his flesh, and his dung, he burnt 
with fire without the camp.” 

This completed the work of consecration and sac¬ 
rifice, so that the priest could enter into the most holy 
place. Until all these were done, he could not go be¬ 
hind "the vail.” 

Smith (Bib. Die., p. 73) says, “ The consecration of 
Aaron to the high priesthood was by baptism, unc¬ 
tion, and sacrifice (see Lev. 8). All these were under¬ 
gone by Jesus. Baptism was the beginning of conse¬ 
cration ; unction was the immediate consequent upon 
the baptism; and sacrifice was the completion of the 
initiation, so that he was thenceforth perfected, or fully 
consecrated as a Priest for ever more (Heb. 7.28).” 
This testimony is clear and strong, nor can it be truth¬ 
fully denied. Heb. 2.17: “ Wherefore in all things it 
behooved him to be made like unto his brethren, that 
he might be a merciful and faithful high priest in 
things pertaining to God, to make reconciliation for 
the sins of the people.” 

As our high priest, then, he must “ have somewhat 
also to offer.” But some of our neighbors deny that 
he acted on earth as our high priest in offering sacri¬ 
fice for sins; affirming that this was done in heaven. 
One of their champions declared, “ If Christ offered 
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himself, then he was both priest and victim. If he 
offered himself as the sacrifice on earth, then he com¬ 
mitted suicide, and was guilty of crime instead of 
making atonement for sin.” And he insisted that 
“ Jesus offered no sacrifice for sin while on earth.” 

We reply, Such teaching is both false and blasphe¬ 
mous, for the Scripture positively teaches that it was 
on earth that Jesus offered up himself for sins. 

Heb. 7.27: “ Who needeth not daily, as those high 
priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins, 
and then for the people’s: for this he did once, when 
he offered tip himself." This text says, “ He offered 
up himself.” Did he commit suicide ? Was he “guilty 
of crime” — of self murder? Did he take his own 
life? Let him answer the question. John 10.15:, 17- 
18. “As the Father knoweth me, even so know I the 
Father: And I lay down my life for the sheep. . . 
Therefore doth my Father love me, because I 
lay down my life, that I might take it again. No man 
taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myself. I 
have power to lay it down, and I have power to take it 
again. This commandment have I received of my 
Father.” What does this statement of the Lord teach 
us? Simply this; to conform to the words of the 
law for the priest, who is said to take the life of the 
victim of sacrifice,' though the victim was slain by 
others. So in his case, others nailed him to the cross, 
crucified him; yet he, as priest, was offering himself 
as the sacrifice for sins; therefore no man took his life 
from him, but he laid it down himself. I John 3.16: 
“Hereby perceive we the love of God, because he 
laid down his life for us.” 

He laid it down on earth before his ascension. 

Heb. 9.26: “ But now once in the end of the world 
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hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of 
himself." How plain! I Peter 3.18: “For Christ 
also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, 
that he might bring us to God.” 1-Ie suffered on earth, 
not in heaven. 

Heb. 9.28: “ So Christ was once offered to bear 
the sins of many.” 

Matt. 20.28: “ Even as the Son of man came not 
to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his 
life a ransom for many.” Rom. 5.8: “ But God com- 
mendeth his love toward us, in that, while we were 
yet sinners, Christ died for ns." Did he not die on 
earth? Gal. 1.4: “Who gave himself for our sins, 
etc.” Eph. 5.2: “And walk in love, as Christ also 
hath loved us, and hath given himself for us an offer¬ 
ing and a sacrifice to God for a sweet-smelling sa¬ 
vour.” Our high priest did this here. 

1 Pet. 2.24: “Who his own self bare our sins in 
his own body on the tree, etc.” The sacrifice was 
offered " on the tree,” not in heaven. He offered him¬ 
self as our sacrifice; then, as our high priest bearing 
the blood of sacrifice offered by himself on earth, he 
went to heaven to sprinkle it before the mercy seat of 
God. Heb. 1.3: “ When he had by himself purged 
our sins, sat down on the right hand of the Majesty 
on high.” Heb. 10.12: “But this man, after he 
had offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down 
on the right hand of God.” These are sufficient. The 
Scriptures plainly teach that the Lord became our 
high priest while on the earth; here "offered both 
gifts and sacrifices”; here “gave himself for us”; 
here “ died for us ”; here “ suffered for sins ”; here 
“ bore our sins on the tree ”; here “ laid down his life 
for us ”; here “ offered up himself for the sins of the 
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people ”; then, and not till then, he ascended to heaven 
to make intercession for us. 

Only the high priest could enter the holy of holies; 
nor could he until he had been consecrated to the 
priest’s oIP.ee, and had entered upon the duties of his 
office; nor could he enter there until the sacrifice had 
been offered by him and the blood shed; then, taking 
the blood and bearing it before him, he entered the 
holy place to sprinkle it before the mercy seat. He 
bore the blood of the sacrifice offered by himself. 

Heb. 9.7-14: “But into the second went the high 
priest alone once every year, not without blood, which 
he offered for himself, and for the errors of the people: 
The Holy Ghost this signifying, that the way into the 
holiest of all was not yet made manifest, while as the 
first tabernacle was yet standing; which was a figure 
for the time then present, in which were offered both 
gifts and sacrifices, that could not make him that did 
the service perfect, as pertaining to the conscience; 
which stood only in meats and drinks, and divers 
washings (baptismois), and carnal ordinances, im¬ 
posed on them until the time of reformation. But 
Christ, being come a high priest of good things to 
come, by a greater and more perfect tabernacle, not 
made with hands, that is to say, not of this building; 
neither by the blood of goats and calves, but by his 
own blood he entered in once into the holy place, having 
obtained eternal redemption for us. For if the blood 
of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of a heifer sprink¬ 
ling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the 
flesh; how much more shall the blood of Christ, who 
through the eternal spirit offered himself without spot 
to God, purge your conscience from dead works to 
serve the living God.” 
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This passage plainly teaches that the high priest 
could not enter “ into the holy place without blood.” 
And it also teaches that the blood of Christ was shed 
before he entered heaven, for "by his own blood he 
entered in once into the holy place.” Then he offered 
himself as the sacrifice for sins before he died, because 
the blood of the victim could not be shed until it had 
been offered in sacrifice. His blood was shed on the 
cross; therefore he had before this been offered for 
sacrifice. But the priest must be consecrated to his 
office, before he could offer the sacrifice to be slain; 
therefore Christ was consecrated to his priestly office 
before his crucifixion. He could not be made a priest 
in heaven, for no one was ever consecrated to the 
priest’s office in " the holy place ” — no such law or 
example; therefore he was consecrated on earth. But 
he did not fulfill the law of the priesthood, unless he 
received his priestly washing, nor was he washed 
with water unless the washing was performed by 
John. John baptized him “to fulfill all righteous¬ 
ness ”; therefore his baptism by John was his priestly 
washing. This proves it clearly. John so understood 
it when he baptized him, and saw the descending Spirit 
anointing him. and he so introduced him to the people. 

John 1.29: “ The next day John seeth Jesus com¬ 
ing unto him, and saith, Behold the Lamb of God, 
which taketh away the sin of the world ” 1 Yes, the 
Lamb to be slain — where? On earth. He “laid 
down his life for us” — where? On earth — all, all 
done here. 

Heb. 13.11-12: “For the bodies of those beasts 
whose blood is brought into the sanctuary by the high 
priest for sin, are burned without the camp. Where¬ 
fore Jesus also, that he might sanctify the people with 
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his own blood, suffered without the gate." Here the 
apostle states that the whole work of our great high 
priest in the sacrifice for sin was done on earth; just 
as Aaron did when he offered the sacrifice for sin, even 
to the burning of the body of the sin offering “ with¬ 
out the camp ”; — so, likewise Jesus suffered “ with¬ 
out the gate ” — all, all done on earth. 

True, he did not, could not, officiate in the Jewish 
temple at Jerusalem, for the Jewish priest was there 
with a bullock to offer on the altar according to the 
law. His priesthood was of a “ more perfect taber¬ 
nacle" (Heb. 9.11). As then the priest offered the 
sacrifice and shed the blood outside “ the holy place ”; 
so Jesus offered his sacrifice and shed his blood on 
earth (the outer court) outside “the holy place” 
(heaven itself) ; and then, as the Jewish priest min¬ 
istering in the temple took the blood and went, bearing 
it before him, “into the holy place made with hands ”; 
so he, having “ suffered without the gate ” (Heb. 13. 
12), entered heaven (“the temple not made with 
hands”) "with his own blood shed for us” on the 
cross (Heb. 9.11:, 12:, 24). Our high priest never 
officiated in the earthly temple (Heb. 8.4). The high 
priest officiating there was the figure — Christ the real 
high priest. The earthly temple was the shadow — 
heaven the real, true, temple. Christ, then, acted as 
priest, not in the earthly (shadozu) temple, but on 
earth as the outer court of the real temple (heaven); 
and, after offering the sacrifice in the outer court, he 
went to heaven bearing his own blood before him, 
and then “ forever sat down on the right hand of 
God” (Heb. 10.10-12). The apostle (verses 19-22) 
adds, “ Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter 
into the holiest by the blood of Jesus, by a new and 
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living way, which he hath consecrated for us, through 
the vail, that is to say, his flesh; and having a high 
priest over the house of God; let us draw near with a 
true heart in full assurance of faith, having our hearts 
sprinkled from an evil conscience, and our bodies 
washed with pure water.” The Lord help us! 

4. The law required every priest to be at least 
thirty years of age, before he could be consecrated to 
the priest’s office, as we find in Num. 4.23: “From 
thirty years old and upward until fifty years old shalt 
thou number them; all that enter in to perform the 
service, to do the work in the tabernacle of the con¬ 
gregation.” 

Did Jesus fulfill this requirement of the priestly 
law? 

Luke 3.23: “ And Jesus himself began to be about 
thirty years of age.” He was just the age required by 
the law. Thus he meets this and every requirement 
of the law of the priesthood. 

Lange (Com. Matt. 3.1-12, p. 67) says, “It is not 
probable that either John or Jesus would have entered 
on their ministry before the completion of their thir¬ 
tieth year. According to the law of Moses (Num. 
4-347),. the age of thirty was required for commenc¬ 
ing the exercise of the priestly functions. The Le- 
vites (ch. 8.24) could not enter on their duties before 
the age of twenty-five. Subsequently, however, this 
was reduced to the age of twenty (1 Chron. 23.24:, 2 
Chron. 31.17).” 

McClintock & Strong’s Cyclopaedia (Vol. 4, p. 888) 
says, “ Jesus, then, thirty years old presented himself 
for the same initiatory rite at his hands as the only 
acknowledged prophet extant who was empowered to 
administer what should be equivalent to the holy 
anointing oil of the kingly and priestly offices.” 
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Meyer (Com. Luke 3.23, p. 298) says, " With the 
reception of his baptismal consecration, Jesus entered 
on the commencement of his destined ministry.” 
How conclusive! 

The testimony of Jesus himself is conclusive of the 

Matt. 21.23-27: “And when he was come into 
the temple, the chief priests and the elders of the 
people came unto him as he was teaching, and said. 
By what authority doest thou these things ? and who 
gave thee this authority? And Jesus answered and 
said unto them, I also will ask you one thing, which 
if ye tell me, I in like wise will tell you by what au¬ 
thority I do these things. The baptism of John, 
whence was it? from heaven, or of men? And they 
reasoned among themselves, saying. If we shall say, 
From heaven; he will say unto us. Why did ye not 
then believe him? But if we shall say, Of men; we 
fear the people; for all hold John as a prophet. And 
they answered Jesus, and said, We cannot tell. And 
he said unto them, Neither tell I you by what author¬ 
ity I do these things.” Mark (11.28) says, " And who 
gave thee authority to do these things’’ Luke (20.2) 
says, “ Or who is he that gave thee this authority ” ? 

The following analysis of this testimony will make 
our argument clearer. 

1. Jesus was teaching the people and preaching 
the gospel (Luke 20.1) in the temple. The day be¬ 
fore this he had cleansed the temple by driving from 
it the “buyers and sellers of merchandise” (Matt. 
21.12-16), and turning over “ the tables of the money 
changers and the seats of them that sold doves.” 

2. The question, “By what authority doest thou 
these things, and who is he that gave thee this author¬ 
ity?” 
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This question was asked of him by “the chief 
priests, the scribes, and the elders of the people,” 
proper persons to ask such a question. It was also 
proper that they should demand of him his authority 
for doing these things. 

3. His proposal — He would ask them a question, 
and would answer theirs, if they would answer his. 
He thus acknowledges the propriety of their question 
by proposing to answer it; but he demands equal 
frankness on their part. If they will not frankly 
answer his question, it would be useless for him to 
answer theirs. The weight and force of his answer 
to their question would depend entirely upon what 
answer they gave his. Any one can see how wisely 
he was conducting the controversy. He meant that, 
when he answered their question, his answer would 
settle the question of the authority by which he acted. 

4. His question — “ The baptism of John, whence 
was it ? front heaven, or of men ” ? What a strange 
question under the circumstances for him to ask, if it 
had no connection whatever with the authority by 
which he acted. Why mention “ the baptism of 
John ” at all, if it was to have no bearing on the an¬ 
swer he proposed to give them? Why did he refer 
instantly to John’s baptism, and that only, when asked 
for his “authority for doing these things”? Why 
did he connect the two, if they had no connection with 
each other? Why did he propose to answer their 
question about his authority, if they would answer his 
about John’s ba'ptism? Would not the answer, 

“ John’s baptism was from heaven " completely vin¬ 
dicate both John and him? A baptism commanded 
from heaven would be authority that no one could 
question. Had they frankly answered him, John’s 


204 CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 

baptism was from heaven, could and would he not 
have answered them thus: John gave me this author¬ 
ity when he baptised me? If not, why did he ask 
such a question? 

5. Their refusal — “We cannot tell.” Why did 
they refuse to answer? They gave to each other the 
reason, “ He will say unto us, Why did ye not then be¬ 
lieve him?” They had refused to believe John or 
accept him as a prophet from God, and would have 
convicted themselves of inconsistency and dishonesty 
had they admitted his divine claim. They saw the di¬ 
lemma in which it would place them; so they evaded 
the question by saying, “We cannot tell,” which 
showed that they had no regard for the truth. 

6. His refusal — "Neither tell I you by what 
authority I do these things.” Why did he also refuse 
to answer? If he did not rest his authority upon his 
baptism by John, why did he refuse to answer, when 
they refused to endorse John’s baptism? If they 
would not acknowledge the divine origin and author¬ 
ity of John’s baptism, would they be likely to acknowl¬ 
edge the Lord’s authority coming from that baptism? 
How wisely the Lord conducted this controversy, and 
how completely he silenced them, and foiled them in 
their malicious effort to draw him into a useless and 
foolish wrangle, where they could have all the advan¬ 
tage over him. Candidly, what is the true expla¬ 
nation of this passage (testimony) ? Is it not this? 
The Lord intended to give his baptism by John as his 
authority, had they frankly answered, John’s baptism 
was from heaven. Here we rest the argument. We 
have proved that Jesus performed on earth the duties 
of our great high priest by offering here the sacrifice 
for our sins, and by the shedding of his blood for us 
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before he went to heaven. He must become the high 
priest before he could offer the sacrifice: but he must 
be “ washed with water ” and “ anointed with oil ” 
before he performed the duties of his office. We have 
shown that he was anointed with the “oil of glad¬ 
ness ” (Holy Spirit) at the Jordan immediately after 
his baptism by John. It follows conclusively then, 
that his baptism by John was his priestly wash¬ 
ing. After he had done all these things he ascended 

Heb. io. 12: “ But this man, after he had offered 
one sacrifice for sin forever, sat down on the right 
hand of God.” 

Heb. 9. 12: " Neither by the blood of goats and 
calves, but by his own blood he entered in once into 
the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption for 

What more need we? Our chain of evidence and 
argument is complete and conclusive. 

We are now ready to ask the question: 

III. How was this priestly washing (baptism) 
performed ? By carefully and patiently examining all 
the facts in the case we will find a satisfactory answer. 
What saith the Scripture? 

Mark I. 9: “And it came to pass in those days, 
that Jesus came from Nazareth of Galilee, and was 
baptized of John in Jordan.” But how was it per¬ 
formed? This text does not describe the “ modus of- 
crandi." If it informed us how John performed this 
baptism, the question would be settled, and there 
would be no ground for dispute. We must look else¬ 
where for light. “ No, no,” say our neighbors, " for 
the word baptizo informs us that it was performed 
by immersion." We reply, Not so fast, if you please; 
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that is what you must prove, but have not yet proved. 
And you must prove that it means immerse in this par¬ 
ticular instance. We have shown that it proves noth¬ 
ing in regard to mode, or one particular meaning — not 
univocal at all. It does not tell whether this was an 
immersion or an affusion. We must find its mean¬ 
ing, as Dr. Carson says, from its use in the New Tes¬ 
tament, and not elsewhere. It never means immerse 
and emerse too; therefore there is no emersion in its 
immersion — consequently no immersion in this bap¬ 
tism. But they assert, “ He was baptized by John 
into the Jordan (eis ton Iordanen), and this proves 
that he was immersed.” Again we reply, Not so fast. 
Before this is admitted as proof, it must be shown 
that eis invariably means into in the sense of within- 
ness, and that "eis ton Iordanen" requires envelop¬ 
ment within its waters. What are the facts? 

1 Kings 2. 8: “ But he came down to meet me at 
Jordan (eis ton Iordanen), and I sware to him by the 
Lord, etc.” Here are exactly the same words that 
are found in Mark I. g: and yet "eis ton Iordanen" 
did not even take Shimei and David into, much less 
suggest a submergence beneath, the water; although 
it is classic Greek. 

2 Kings 2. 21: “ And he went forth unto the 
spring of the waters (eis ten diexodon ton udaton), 
and cast the salt in there, etc.” This eis did not even 
wet Elisha’s feet. 2 Kings 2. 6: “And Elijah said 
unto him, Tarry, I pray thee, here; for the Lord hath 
sent me to Jordan (eis ton Iordanen)." This did not 
put Elijah under its waters. 2 Kings 6. 4: “And 
when they came to Jordan (eis ton Iordanen), they 
cut down wood.” Now, if "eis ton Iordanen" puts 
Jesus under the water during his baptism, then it must 
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require the submergence of these men while “ cutting 
down wood.” What a fine time they must have had 
under the water, while at work! 

These words did not require them to be in the water 
at all; neither do they put Jesus in and under the 
water of the Jordan. 

Next they tell us that “He went up straightway 
out of the water.” which proves that he was in the 

We reply, that Matthew (from whom this is quot¬ 
ed) says, “Apo ton udatos,” which means from the 
water. Dr. Conant (Bap., p. 98) says, “The prepo¬ 
sition from (apo) is there used; and the proper ren¬ 
dering is ‘ up from the water.’ ” 

Mr. Ford (Bap., p. 137) says, "Away from the 
river, as in Matt. 3.16: where apo is found.” 

Dr. Carson (p. 126) says, “ I admit the proper 
translation of apo is from and not out of.” ... "I 
perfectly agree with Mr. Ewing, that a'po would have 
its meaning fully verified, if they had only gone down 
to the edge of the water.” Again, he (p. 129) says, 
“ He came up from the water.” On page 130-131 he 
admits that " apo implies that neither John nor Jesus 
was further in the water than the edge"; while on 
p. 337 he says, “ I deny that it ever signifies out of. 
I shall not force the word to do more for me than 
what it can do honestly.” 

These testimonies are clear, strong, and conclusive 
for us, when we consider that these are all strong Bap¬ 
tist champions, who are testifying for us. 

Winer’s New Testament Grammar (7th Ed., p. 
369) says, "Apo means, locally, from in the widest 
sense — whether what has come from anything, may 
have been previously on, with, at, or beside (even in) 
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the object in question,—principally, therefore, the op¬ 
posite of Cpi with the Acc. Matt. 3. 16:, anebe apo 
tou udatos up from the water (not out of the water).” 
Again, he (p. 365) says, “ Further, if merely the idea 
of proceeding from is to be expressed, apo is used.” 
Then they inform us that Mark (1.10:) says, “Out 
of the water (ck ton udatos)." 

We reply, These words no more imply within and 
under the water than do " eis ton Iordanen," as these 
instances show. Mark 10.20: “ All these have I ob¬ 
served from my youth (ek ncotetos mou).” 

Mark 11.20: “ They saw the fig tree dried up from 
the roots (ek rizon)." Acts 12.7: “ And his chains 
fell off from his hands ( ck ton chevron).” On this 
last passage the immersion New Testament of the 
American Bible Union, in a footnote, says, “ Ek ton 
cheiron,” not out of, but from his hands. They could 
not have fallen out of unless he had held them in his 
hands. Does not this yield us the whole ground? 

But, if we admit for argument’s sake that Jesus 
stood in the water while being baptized, there is no 
evidence to show that the water reached above his 
ankles; and Dr. Carson admits it might be the edge 
of the river. Then it would be true that he was bap¬ 
tized in the Jordan (eis ton Iordanen), and came up 
out of the water ( ek tou udatos). Neither "eis ton 
Iordanen” nor “eh toil udatos ” require depth of 
water — three inches will do as well as three feet. 

President S. C. Bartlett, of Dartmouth College, in 
an article entitled “ Those New Lights ” in The Ex¬ 
aminer and Chronicle (Baptist), May 29, 1879, speak¬ 
ing of the ancient pictures of the baptism of Christ in 
the Catacombs of Rome, thus describes the painting 
in San Callisto; “ It is the oldest known representa- 
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tion of the rite of baptism, attributed by De Rossi to 
the second century. That painting represents the 
Savior standing in the water scarcely above his ankles, 
and John on the dry ground pouring water from the 
hand upon his head — the water falling in blue 
streams to the blue water below.” He then quotes 
from Withrow’s Catacombs of Rome (1874, p. 540) 
thus, " In the early mosaics representing baptismal 
scenes, the rite is invariably administered by affusion, 
etc.” Then he quotes from Smith and Cheetam’s 
Diet. Chris. Antiq. (Vol. 1., Sec. 93) thus, “ It is re¬ 
markable that in almost all the earliest representations 
of baptism that have been preserved to us, this ( affu¬ 
sion ) is the special act represented.” 

C. Taylor (Apos. Bap., p. 225) says, “I have 
chosen this picture of ancient baptism, because as an 
example it speaks for itself, beyond controversy; be¬ 
cause it agrees with all other ancient representations 
known; because the action of the Baptist is clearly 
that of pouring; and because it is much older than 
any copy of the Gospels now in existence. It is two 
centuries older than those venerable manuscripts, the 
Alexandrian and Vatican copies; and is one of the 
earliest possible monuments of Christianity that can 
be now remaining.” 

Our neighbors claim, that immersion was the prim¬ 
itive mode and the universal practice of the Church 
for the first three centuries. How will those, who as¬ 
sert this, explain why all the earliest representations 
of the baptism of Christ, even of the second century, 
show the action to be affusion, never once immersion? 
Their assertion, thus contradicted by the facts, is 
worthless. 

The practice of affusion by the early Church is sus- 
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tained by a manuscript lately discovered, entitled 
“Teaching of the Twelve Apostles.” It (chap. 7) 
says, “And concerning baptism, thus baptize ye: hav¬ 
ing said all these things beforehand, baptize ye into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit in living water. But if thou have not liv¬ 
ing water, baptize into other water; and if thou canst 
not in cold, in warm. And if thou have neither, pour 
out water thrice upon the head into the name of Father 
and Son and Holy Spirit.” 

This testimony is valuable because of the early date 
of the manuscript. Prof. Egbert C. Smyth says, 
“ We see no reason for questioning the date assigned 
by Bryennios. . . . The document belongs to the 
literature of the Sub-Apostolic Church, and may have 
been written in either of the first decades of the sec¬ 
ond century.” Bryennios, the discoverer of the man¬ 
uscript, believes it was written between A. D. 120 and 
160. 

Prof. Smyth (Andover Review, April, 1884, p. 434) 
says, “ As to the mode of baptism, the ‘ Teaching ’ 
gives documentary proof of what is clearly attested by 
Christian art. The evidence for affusion from the 
Catacombs goes definitely back into the time of Iren- 
aeus in the fresco in St. Lucina. It is wholly in the 
line of such representations that affusion should ap¬ 
pear, in a document claiming to represent Apostolic 
teaching, as a legitimate alternative to immersion. It 
would be indeed a discovery ■ for which the Church 
might be specially grateful, if this testimony should 
lead our Baptist brethren to relax, in view of it, their 
doctrine of the necessity of one mode.” 

We have proved that John did not practice immer¬ 
sion at all. Now, if he immersed the Lord, he prac- 
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ticed both affusion and immersion. ' If so, there are 
two valid ways to baptize; but this will not be ad¬ 
mitted; therefore he did not immerse the Lord. 

Again, if he immersed all the others, he did not im¬ 
merse the Lord for these reasons: 

I. It was the Lord’s priestly washing, and per¬ 
formed as the law of the priesthood required, which 
was not immersion. What says the law ? Ex. 40.12: 
“ And thou shalt bring Aaron and his sons unto the 
door of the tabernacle of the congregation, and wash 
them with water.” 

True, no directions for performing this washing are 
here given; but a careful examination of this and 
other passages, found in the law, will show how it 
was done. Notice these points: (1) The place where 

the washing was done,— “at the door of the taber¬ 
nacle.’ Remember this. (2) What was done,— 
“wash them with water”; (3) It was done in the 
presence of “ all the congregation.” (Lev. 8.3-6:). 

These facts prove immersion out of the question, 
because there was no vessel of water “ at the dpor of 
the tabernacle ” large enough for the immersion of a 
person in its waters — nothing of the kin'a— no men¬ 
tion whatever of any such vessel in the description of 
the tabernacle. Such a convenience and consequent 
immersion is all a creature of the imagination. Mc- 
Clintock & Strong’s Cy. (vol. I., p. 640) says, “ In 
the Greek, then, of the Septuagint baptiso is never 
used to describe the act.of one who dips another ob¬ 
ject into a fluid, or the case of one who is dipped by 
another.” 

And Mr. Duncan (whom we have already quoted) 
says: “Of the Levitical washings enjoined upon and 
practiced by the Hebrews, none seem to have been per- 
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formed by immersion.” Coming from a Baptist this 
is strong testimony, and rules out immersion. 

It is claimed that the layer was used for this wash¬ 
ing. We reply. It could not have been used at that 
time, because it was neither “ at the door ” nor near 
it, but was within the tabernacle, and behind "the 
altar of the burnt offering,” so could not be used on 
this occasion. The priests washed themselves at, but 
never in, the laver, for that would have defiled it. 

McClintock & Strong’s Cy. (vol. 5., p. 280-281) 
says, “The priests could not have washed in the 
laver itself, as all the water would have been thereby 
defiled, and so would have to be renewed for each ab¬ 
lution. ... It has therefore been suggested that 
they held their hands and feet under streams that 
flowed from the laver, and that the ‘ foot ’ caught the 
water that fell.” 

We deny that there was anything convenient for im¬ 
mersion “ at the door of the tabernacle,” or any in¬ 
struction of the law requiring any one to immerse the 
priest preparatory to his entering upon the duties of 
his office, and call for the proof that there was. We 
demand facts, not inferences. 

There is abundant proof that the ceremonial wash¬ 
ings or cleansings were wholly performed by affu¬ 
sion. Whenever the priests were to be cleansed or 
consecrated to their work, the word wash was used 
without any explanation; but in the case of the Le- 
vites the way to perform the cleansing is explicitly 
given, thus: Num. 8.6-7: “ Take the Levites from 
among the children of Israel, and cleanse them. And 
thus shalt thou do unto them to cleanse them: 
Sprinkle water of purifying upon them, and let them 
shave all their flesh, and let them wash their clothes, 
and so make themselves clean.” 
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This is plain and to the point. Let those who claim 
otherwise furnish proof as plain and direct. 

As immersion then is out of the question in the case 
of the Levites, it follows that the washing of Aaron 
and his sons was also performed by affusion. 

In this conclusion we are sustained by Josephus. 
He (Ant. B. 3, C. 8. 6.) says, “ And when Moses had 
sprinkled Aaron’s vestments, himself, and his sons, 
with the Mood of the beasts that were slain, and had 
purified them with spring waters and ointment, they 
became God's priests.” This is all the explanation he 
gives of the cleansings or washings of the priests. 

Of the cleansing of the Levites he (Ant. B. 3, C. 
II. 1.) says, “ Moses took out the tribe of Levi from 
communicating with the rest of the people, and set 
them apart to be a holy tribe; and purified them by 
water taken from perpetual springs, and with such 
sacrifices as were usually offered to God on the like 

We see that he uses the same word "purified” for 
the cleansing of both priests and Levites, and uses the 
same element "spring waters" for the purifying. 
But Num. 8. 7: says in the case of the Levites it was 
done by sprinkling; therefore that of the priests was 
also by sprinkling. Nor is there the least evidence in 
all the Levitical law or in Josephus’ writings that any 
washing performed by one for another was ever per¬ 
formed by immersion. 

Describing the laver Josephus (Ant. B. 3., C. 6.2.) 
says, “Within these gates was the brazen laver for 
purification, having a basin beneath of the like mat¬ 
ter, whence the priests might wash their hands and 
sprinkle their feet.” Again he (Ant. B. 8., C. 3.6.) 
says, “ Now, he appointed the sea to be for washing 
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the hands and the feet of the priests when they en¬ 
tered into the temple and were to ascend the altar." 
These quotations show that Josephus considered 
sprinkle and wash interchangeable terms; for in one 
he says, "Sprinkle their feet,” and in the other (re¬ 
ferring to the same thing) says, " Wash their feet.” 
The fact is, Josephus and the Jews understood the 
law of Moses to teach that sprinkling effected a wash¬ 
ing in the ceremonial sense. It follows then that the 
Lord’s priestly washing was performed by affusion. 
This is God’s way of washing and cleansing , as we 
find taught both in the book of nature and of reve¬ 
lation. When God would wash the face of nature, he 
surcharges the clouds which shed their watery con¬ 
tents over the earth, and thus cleanses everything from 
dust and defilement, and makes all nature fresh and 
bright. And so teach the law and the prophets. All 
the cleansings of the law were by affusion, not one by 
immersion. 

Isaiah 52.15: "So shall he sprinkle many na¬ 
tions” ; and Ezekiel 36.25: “ Then will I sprinkle 
clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean : from all 
your filthiness and from all your idols, will I cleanse 
you." 

There are no prophecies which require a priest to 
perform an immersion to effect a cleansing for their 
fulfillment. The New Testament also teaches that 
the Lord washes and cleanses the heart by sprinkling 
it with the blood of Jesus through the operation of the 
Holy Spirit. 

This is the real washing — cleanses from sin and 
inward defilement, of which the water washing is only 
a symbol. Is the body so much more filthy and hard¬ 
er to cleanse, that it must be dipped into water to ef- 
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feet its cleansing; while the heart and conscience re¬ 
quire only a sprinkling to make them pure in the 
sight of God? Why should the symbol differ so com¬ 
pletely from that which it symbolizes — why? 

2. Another reason is, that the Lord would not be 
baptized by immersion when his way of baptizing will 
invariably be by affusion. On the Day of Pentecost 
he “ poured out," " shed forth ” the Holy Spirit upon 
the disciples (he “fell on them”), and thus baptized 
them. He applied the element to them, not them to 
the element; so with the Samaritans (Acts 8. 15-17:), 
and with Cornelius and his company (Acts 10. 44-45 
11. 15-17:), and with the Ephesians (Acts 19. 5-6:), 
and with his people ever after. As his way of baptiz¬ 
ing invariably applied the element to the subject, he 
would not permit John to apply him to the element. 
If he did, and John immersed him, then there are two 
valid ways to baptize, which is death to the immersion 

But he would be baptized as he baptizes, which was 
by affusion; and, if there is only one way to per¬ 
form baptism, the immersion theory is hopelessly over¬ 
thrown, and that one way is affusion. 

Our chain of evidence is now complete, and our 
argument conclusive and unanswerable; for we have 
proved that our Lord’s baptism was his priestly wash¬ 
ing to prepare him for that office, and it was per¬ 
formed by affusion. 

Then all who wish to follow his example and be 
baptized in the same way that he was, must refuse to 
be immersed, and request that the water of baptism 
be applied to them. And may “ the blood of sprink¬ 
ling, that speaketh better things than that of Abel,” 
be applied to all our hearts to wash away our sins, 
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that we may be prepared to dwell with him in the 
Father’s house forever. 

Example 3. The third example is the baptism of 
the converts on the Day of Pentecost. Acts 2.41: 
" Then they that gladly received his word were bap¬ 
tized : and the same day there were added unto them 
about three thousand souls.” 

This is a very important example from the fact that 
it is the record of the first baptisms performed under 
the apostolic commission, and therefore an account of 
the first administration of Christian baptism. 

None of the baptisms previously performed were 
Christian baptism, because not administered by com¬ 
mand of the Lord in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost. 

If the Lord intended Christian baptism should be 
performed in one way only, rejecting all others, either 
in giving the apostolic commission or here, he would 
instruct the apostles how he intended it to be per¬ 
formed. 

In one of these places at least should be found in¬ 
structions so explicit that no mistake could be made 
by any sincere administrator or believer. Where are 
these explicit instructions? Not in the commission, 
for it only reads, " Baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 
Here are no such instructions; for as we have shown, 
baptizo is not specific — never tells how to do it. And 
it is just as powerless to describe, the scenes of Pen¬ 
tecost, and wp must look elsewhere for light. Then 
how did the apostles baptize on that occasion? A 
careful examination of the record must furnish the 

The Lord on the day of his ascension said to his 
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disciples (Acts 1.5:), “For John truly baptized with 
water; but ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost 
not many days hence.” This promise was fulfilled on 
the Day of Pentecost — the apostles were baptized 
then with the Holy Ghost. Here is an important fact 
that will greatly aid us in our inquiry; the baptism of 
the Holy Spirit precedes that of water. In other 
words the Lord baptizes the apostles with the Spirit 
before they baptize their converts with water, thus 
setting them an example of the true way to baptize, 
and showing them how to perform it. Then they 
will make no mistake if they follow the example he 
gave them — perform baptism precisely as he did. 
Most certainly they would imitate his example in 
every particular. No one can doubt this for a mo¬ 
ment. The all-important question now is, How did 
the Lord perform the baptism of the Holy Spirit? 
Did he prepare a baptistery, fill it with the Spirit, take 
his disciples down into the baptistery and into the 
Spirit, put them under the baptismal element until it 
covered or buried them, and then lift them out of it, 
and lead them out of the baptistery; and only when all 
this was done in this particular way pronounce them 
baptized? Did he ever so perform baptism? We 
challenge our neighbors to produce one single' instance 
in which the Lord performed baptism precisely as they 
do. 

By what authority then do they insist on their par¬ 
ticular way of performing baptism? Who gave them 
such authority? Let them produce it! 

How did the Lord perform Spirit baptism? What 
example did he give his disciples? Did he immerse 
them in the element by putting them into the Spirit ? 

On the contrary, he found them in a house engaged 
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in worship, and baptized them right where they were 
by pouring the element (Spirit) upon them, until 
“ they were all filled with the Holy Ghost,” and then 
left him to remain with them as he had promised 
(John 14.16:). How this Spirit baptism was per¬ 
formed is thus described. Acts 2. 16-18: “And on 
my servants and on my handmaidens I will pour out 
in those days of my Spirit; and they shall prophesy”; 
also verse 33: “ Having received of the Father the 
promise of the Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this, 
which ye now see and hear"; also Acts 8.16:, 10.44: 
“ The Holy Ghost fell on them”; Acts 11.15: “ And 
as I began to speak the Holy Ghost fell on them as 
on us at the beginning”; Acts 10.45: “On the 
Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the Holy 
Ghost”; Acts 19.6: “The Holy Ghost came on 
them"; and Titus 3.6: “ Which he shed on us abund¬ 
antly through Jesus Christ our Savior.” These state¬ 
ments, describing the Lord’s way of performing bap¬ 
tism, are plain and specific. 

The Lord invariably baptizes by applying the ele¬ 
ment to the one baptized — never the reverse. 

The element descends — falls upon the baptized; 
they never descend — fall into it, never. 

He invariably baptizes 631 affusion, applying the ele¬ 
ment to the subject — never by immersion. 

Then as Spirit baptism is the real, and water bap¬ 
tism its symbol, it follows that the symbol must pat¬ 
tern after the real, neither the reverse nor different 
from it. Now one of two things is true; either the 
apostles baptized their converts by affusion, applying 
the water to them, or baptism can be properly per¬ 
formed by two opposite ways. The truth of either or 
both overthrows the immersion theory. More than 
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this; if they baptized their converts by immersion, 
applying them to the water, they ignored the example 
of the Lord, and made the symbol reverse the action of 
the real, and by so doing destroyed the symbol; for 
immersion does not, and cannot, symbolize affusion. 

Shall we be told that the out-pouring of the Spirit 
is not the baptism, but that baptism was the result? 

We reply, This is our position, not yours. We do 
not believe that either pouring or immersing is bap¬ 
tism, but baptism is the result in either case. And 
this reveals the error of your position. You affirm 
that the immersing is baptism, and that baptism is the 
immersion; but when we show that Spirit baptism is 
performed by affusion, then you immediately cry out, 
“ The affusion is not the baptism, but baptism is the 
result." We reply, If your protest is sound, then it 
reacts upon your position, and proves that the immer¬ 
sion is not the baptism, but baptism is the-result. Be¬ 
sides, if affusion is not baptism, it follows that im¬ 
mersion is not; and we come back to our first state¬ 
ment, that neither sprinkling, pouring nor immersing 
was baptism, but these are only ways by which bap¬ 
tism may be performed. To admit that the result, 
and not the pouring, is baptism neither proves nor ad¬ 
mits that the result is an immersion — not by any 
means. But it does prove, by their own declaration, 
that the “modus operandi” is not the baptism, wheth¬ 
er done by immersing, pouring, or sprinkling. And 
their protest, that the pouring out of the Spirit at 
Pentecost was not the baptism, but that it resulted in a 
baptism, proves our position correct, that sprinkling, 
pouring, and immersing are not baptism — that there 
are not three baptisms in our practice, but three ways 
of performing it. Their protest reacts on themselves. 
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The baptism of Pentecost was an affusion, resulting 
from the outpouring of the Spirit, but this does not 
say that an affusion is baptism. That would be as ab¬ 
surd as to say that immersion was baptism. Our 
neighbors rightly protest when we do so, but it is 
equally wrong in them. Their sin is as great as ours 
in so doing. When we can divest ourselves of the 
idea that baptism is either an immersion or an affu¬ 
sion, the contention over this vexed question will 
quickly disappear. God speed the day. 

The effusion of the Spirit at this time did not re¬ 
sult in an immersion but a baptism. Mr. Campbell 
(Bap. p. 310-311.) says, “When the Holy Spirit fell 
from heaven on Pentecost, it fell only on the one hun¬ 
dred and twenty, and not upon the promiscuous as¬ 
sembly.” 

This is correct, and it proves that immersion was 
not the result of this effusion of the Spirit, because 
“the promiscuous assembly” would have also been 
immersed. After all, it is not the result that we arc 
seeking to know (for that we already know), but hovj 
was it performed? We have proved (and it is ad¬ 
mitted) that it was performed by affusion. 

Is there any evidence that any one was baptized by 
immersion at this time ? Our neighbors so affirm, and 
we positively deny, and call for the proof. The bur¬ 
den of proof rests with them, and we demand plain, 
positive proof — not inference,— facts; nothing else 
will be accepted. 

Were the baptisms performed at the place of preach¬ 
ing or did they go elsewhere? There were no con¬ 
veniences for immersion at the place of preaching — 

Did they leave that place and repair to a pool, bath- 
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ing place, or elsewhere for “ much water” ? Where is 
there any such intimation? There is not one word in 
the record, which suggests that they left the preach¬ 
ing place in quest of water, sufficient for an immer- 

Where did they go, if they went elsewhere to bap¬ 
tize? To what pool, pools, or bathing places did 
they go? We want no guess-work now. The case’ 
is too important for that. Positive statements require 
positive proofs. 

We must remember that this occurred in Jerusalem, 
where, previous to this, no baptisms, so far as we 
know, were ever performed. In John’s day the peo¬ 
ple of Jerusalem left the city and went to the Jordan to 
be baptized by him. If there were such good facili¬ 
ties for immersion in the city, why did they put them¬ 
selves to this trouble? Why did they not call John 
to the city instead? If twelve men could easily find 
every convenience for immersing so many at one time, 
one certainly could. John might have gone there in¬ 
stead of to Aenon for “ much water.” 

The editor of “ The Standard,” Cin. (June io, 
1871) says (after giving the number and dimensions 
of the pools in and around the city), “Private ar¬ 
rangements for bathing everywhere abounded in the 
city.” How queer to see the apostles going into pri¬ 
vate houses all through the city to find the bath room 
in which to immerse their converts! If a pool was 
used, the water would have to be changed after each 
immersion; for according to Jewish law, it would 
become defiled by contact with one person, which 
would unfit it for second use; and this would cause 
much delay, and render the immersion of so many 
at that time necessarily slow and difficult. But we 
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demand that our neighbors prove one clear case of 
immersion at Pentecost. They cannot do it. 

Dean Alford (Com. Vol. 2., p. 28-29:) says, “Al¬ 
most without doubt, this first baptism must have been 
administered, as that of the first Gentile converts was 
(see ch. 10.47, and note), by allusion or sprinkling, 
not by immersion. The immersion of 3,000 persons 
in a city so sparingly furnished with water as Jeru¬ 
salem, is equally inconceivable with a procession be¬ 
yond the walls to the Kedron, or Siloam, for that pur¬ 
pose.” 

This testimony is strong and conclusive, for he is 
conceded to be a “ thorough Greek scholar and dis¬ 
tinguished commentator ” by our neighbors (see Ford, 
p. 112). Carson (p. 105) denies any “literal pouring 
of the Spirit,” and adds, “The Spirit is said to be 
poured out, not because there is any actual pouring, 
which is represented by pouring out water in baptism, 
but from the resemblance between the effects of the 
influences of the Spirit and those of water." 

Any one can see that Dr. Carson is here guilty of 
special pleading to evade the truth. 

On page 106 he says, “ The Holy Spirit is said to 
be poured, because his influences or effects are like 
those of water, and because he is supposed to dwell 

This admits all we claim, that the Spirit is properly 
“ said to be poured out because his influences or ef¬ 
fects are like those of water”; therefore is properly 
represented by pouring out water in baptism. I-Ie 
(p. 107) adds, "As respects the transaction on the 
day of Pentecost, there was a real baptism in the em¬ 
blems of the Spirit. The disciples were immersed in¬ 
to the Holy Spirit by the abundance of his gifts. . . 
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They were completely covered by the emblems of the 
Spirit.” How hard he works to prove a real immer¬ 
sion in the Holy Spirit, while stoutly denying a real 
pouring out of the Spirit upon the disciples. We af¬ 
firm that, if there can in any way be an immersion in 
the Holy Spirit, then he can be, and was, as the rec¬ 
ord states, poured out upon the disciples, which effu¬ 
sion of water fitly represents. 

But they affirm that the disciples were overwhelmed 
in the Spirit, which is really an immersion. 

We positively deny it; for "overwhelm" is de¬ 
structive, while this effusion of the Spirit was the re¬ 
verse, invigorating and inspiring the disciples, giving 
them new endowments and increased energy and pow¬ 
er. They were not overwhelmed in him, but won¬ 
derfully " endued with power from on high, after that 
the Holy Spirit came upon them.” As the miraculous 
gifts and emblems of the Holy Spirit were poured out 
on the disciples to qualify them for their great work, 
how fitting that the water, whose influences or effects 
are, as Dr. Carson says, like these, should be poured 
out on them in baptism. 

Example 4. The next example is the baptism of 
the people in Samaria. Acts 8. 5:, 12: “ Then Phil¬ 
ip went down to the city of Samaria, and preached 
Christ unto them. . . . But when they believed 
Philip preaching the things concerning the kingdom of 
God, and the name of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, 
both men and women.” 

This is a parallel case with that of Pentecost, and 
they also received the Holy Spirit (verses 14-17) by 
his descending—" falling upon them ”—the same ac¬ 
tion and the same result. No doubt whole families 
(after Peter explained, “ For the promise is unto you 
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and to your children”) were baptized at Pentecost, but 
here is the first mention of the baptism of women. 
Under the old rite only males received it, but the new 
rite is administered to both sexes. Paul (Gal. 3. 28:) 
says, " There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither 
bond nor free, there is neither male nor female: for ye 
are all one in Christ Jesus.” No doubt Philip wit¬ 
nessed the baptisms of Pentecost, and would follow 
the examples of the Lord and the apostles; therefore 
he baptized them by affusion. 

Example 5. The next example is the baptism of the 
Ethiopian eunuch. Acts 8. 20-28:, 35-39: “ And the 
angel of the Lord spake unto Philip, saying, Arise and 
go toward the south, unto the way that goeth down 
from Jerusalem unto Gaza, which is desert. And he 
arose and went: and, behold a man of Ethiopia, a 
eunuch of great authority under Candace, queen of 
the Ethiopians, who had charge of all her treasure, 
and had come to Jerusalem for to worship, was re¬ 
turning and sitting in his chariot read Esaias the 
prophet. . . . Then Philip opened his mouth, and 
began at the same Scripture, and preached unto him 
Jesus. And as they went on their way, they came 
unto a certain water; and the eunuch said, See here 
is water; what doth hinder me to be baptized? And 
Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart thou 
mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that 
Jesus Christ is the Son of God. And he commanded 
the chariot to stand still: and they went down both 
into the water, both Philip and the eunuch; and he 
baptized him. And when they were come up out of 
the water, the Spirit of the Lord caught away Philip, 
that the eunuch saw him no more: and he went on his 
way rejoicing.” 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


225 

This example is the favorite one with our neigh¬ 
bors, and they never fail to bring it forward with an 
air of triumph as conclusive in their favor. They as¬ 
sert that this example positively teaches that Philip 
immersed the eunuch, and this proves beyond the pos¬ 
sibility of a doubt that immersion is baptism. Nor 
do they hesitate to charge with dishonesty all who do 
not accept this conclusion. 

This being the case, we must give this instance a 
most careful and thorough examination, and learn, if 
possible, all the facts connected with it. And so we 
reply, Not so fast. Do not be guilty of the same blun¬ 
der for which you rebuke us. Should we admit that 
Philip immersed the eunuch, it would only prove that 
this baptism was performed by immersion — no more. 
No more than when we proved that the Spirit bap¬ 
tisms were performed by affusion (“pouring” or 
“shedding”), that affusion was baptism. They in¬ 
dignantly reject this conclusion, and stoutly affirm 
that the “ pouring ” — “ shedding ”— was not the bap¬ 
tism, but that baptism was the result. But the above 
conclusion is as correct as theirs; therefore the im¬ 
mersing was not the baptism, but baptism was the 
result. 

And what have they gained should we admit that 
Philip immersed the eunuch? Simply this: that in 
this instance the baptism was performed by immer¬ 
sion— nothing more: which places immersion where 
it belongs, as a way (though an awkward one) of ap¬ 
plying the water of baptism. But in gaining this 
point they lose their cause; for we have proved that 
both the Spirit and water baptisms were performed by 
affusion. In Spirit baptism it is admitted that the 
element descended — was applied to the disciples ; 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


and we showed that the Lord, in saying “ For John 
truly baptized with water, but ye shall be baptized 
with the Holy Ghost not many days hence,” taught 
that both baptisms would be performed alike. Then, 
as in the Spirit baptism the element was applied to the 
subjects, it follows conclusively that the disciples ap¬ 
plied the water of baptism to their converts. Then 
affusion and immersion (granting that -Philip im¬ 
mersed the eunuch) are both proper ways to perform 
baptism, which proves our position to be true and 
scriptural, and disproves exclusive immersion; for we 
not only baptize by either mode, but give our people 
the privilege of choosing by which mode they prefer 
to be baptized. Now either Philip baptized the 
eunuch by affusion, applying the water to him — or 
by immersion, applying the eunuch to the water. If 
the former, then immersion is totally disproved; if the 
latter, then there are two ways of performing bap¬ 
tism, which overthrows the immersion theory; so 
that, if they insist that Philip immersed the eunuch, 
they are involved in a dilemma from which there is no 
escape, and their cause is hopelessly lost 

We cheerfully grant, however, that this example 
more strongly favors the idea of baptism by immer¬ 
sion than any other in the New Testament; and, if 
it is not taught here, it is not taught at all as a scrip¬ 
tural mode of baptism. 

But to the facts. What do we find recorded? 

In the first place, the eunuch was reading the proph¬ 
ecy concerning the Lord Jesus Christ, beginning with 
Isaiah 52.13: and closing with Ch. 53. Philip “ be¬ 
gan at the same Scripture, and preached unto him 
Jesus”; and continued his discourse “ as they went on 
their way” until “they came unto a certain water,” 
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when the eunuch exclaimed, “ See, water; what doth 
hinder me to be baptized ” ? 

His interrupting Philip with such a question shows 
that the subject of baptism had been spoken of in the 
discourse. Is there anything in the prophecy the 
eunuch was reading, which would bring up this sub¬ 
ject? Let us see. Turning to Isaiah 52.15: we read, 
“ So shall he sprinkle many nations.” How would 
Philip explain this? Would he not say that it re¬ 
ferred to the blood of Jesus “ shed for the remission 
of sins”; and that it was represented as being 
“ sprinkled upon the heart to cleanse it from an evil 
conscience”; and that this inward work of heart¬ 
cleansing by the Holy Spirit and the blood was sym¬ 
bolized by an outward ordinance called baptism, in 
which water was applied to the person as an outward 
sign of this inward work? Would he not also, as a 
further explanation refer to the prophecy of Ezekiel 
36.25: “ Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you, 
and ye shall be clean: from all your filthiness, and 
from all your idols, will I cleanse you. A new heart 
also will I give you, and a new spirit will I put with¬ 
in you; and I will take away the stony heart out of 
your flesh, and I will give you a heart of desk." 
Then, after explaining this heart cleansing by the 
sprinkling of the blood of Christ as prophesied by 
Isaiah, and also symbolized by the "sprinkling of 
clean water,” as prophesied by Ezekiel, would he not 
explain, that, in harmony with these prophetic declar¬ 
ations, the water of baptism was applied to the per¬ 
son by affusion also? Most certainly he would, and 
when the eunuch requested “to be baptized,” he 
sprinkled the water of baptism upon him. 

At this point we are informed that the Septuagint 
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reads " onto thaumasontai dime folia ep’ auto" which 
means, “ So shall many nations be astonished at him.” 
Gesenius (Heb. Lex., p. 658) translates, “So shall 
he cause many nations to rejoice in himself.” 

Then they inform us that the eunuch was reading 
in the Septuagint, where sprinkling is not mentioned 
— silent on that subject; and therefore no argument 
in favor of sprinkling can be made from this passage. 

We reply, that it is probable that Luke here quotes 
from the Septuagint, but there is not a particle of evi¬ 
dence that the eunuch was reading in it instead of 
the Hebrew Old Testament. How true that “ drown¬ 
ing men will catch at straws”; for this reading in 
the Septuagint gives them a small chance to evade 
the force of our argument, and they eagerly improve 
it, oblivious of the fact that in so doing they violate 
their infallible rule, that the primary meaning of a 
word must be used as the basis of argument. The 
whole strength of their argument in favor of immer¬ 
sion is this, that baptism must be performed by im¬ 
mersion, because immerse is the primary meaning of 
baptiso. Yet, while admitting that the primary 
meaning of nasah (the Hebrew word) is sprinkle, be¬ 
cause they find in the Septuagint, giving a liberal 
translation of the Hebrew text thaumasontai used to 
translate it, they seize upon this fact to rule out any 
argument in favor of sprinkling. Mr. Ford (p. 199) 
says, “ It is used elsewhere than in this passage nine¬ 
teen times in the Old Testament, and always in the 
sense to sprinkle.” Then why should a liberal Greek 
translation exclude its literal meaning here? In every 
place but this the Septuagint translates it sprinkle, 
while our authorized and revised versions, the Syriac 
and Vulgate, and Luther’s, all invariably translate it 
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sprinkle everywhere. Dr. Young (Heb. & Eng. 
Lex.) defines it “ sprinkle ” as the primary meaning. 

Dr. A. Clarke (Com. Vol. 4, p. 204) says, “ Yazzeh 
(imp. of nazah), frequent in the law, means only to 
sprinkle." 

And while he is not fully satisfied to translate it 
sprinkle in this place, he adds in conclusion, "Does 
not sprinkling the mtiotis refer to the conversion and 
baptism of the Gentiles? Many nations shall become 
proselytes to his religion.” 

What more need we? Everything is clearly in fa¬ 
vor of sprinkling. 

In conversation with a Baptist over this case, we 
asked, “If Isaiah 52. 15: read, ‘So shall he immerse 
many nations,’ and we should demand of you the 
proof that Philip baptized the eunuch by immersion, 
would you not quote this passage as conclusive proof”? 
He promptly replied, “Yes, sir.” We asked, Then 
why not frankly admit that “ So shall he sprinkle 
many nations ” proves that Philip baptized him by 
sprinkling? His only reply was a strange look of 
his eyes. 

But Dr. Carson is so sure that this is a clear case 
of immersion that he (p. 128) says, " Nay, had I no 
more conscience than Satan himself, I could not as 
a scholar attempt to expel immersion from this ac¬ 
count. All the ingenuity of all the critics in Europe 
could not silence the evidence of this passage. Amidst 
the most violent perversion that it can sustain on the 
rack, it will still cry out, immersion, immersion." 

We reply, It will severely rack any one’s brain to 
find in this desert way (verse 26) water deep enough 
for an immersion; and we stand in no fear of the 
charge of having a worse than satanic conscience, 
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while we unhesitatingly declare it our honest convic¬ 
tion that Philip baptized the eunuch by affusion. 

When “ they came to a certain water,” the eunuch 
seemed to fear that he might not have another chance, 
so he cries, " See, water! What doth hinder me to be 
baptized ”? All this is very suggestive of scarcity of 

We find this statement on page 538 of Dr. Thomp¬ 
son’s Land and Book, " The well in the wady south of 
Ain Karin, where tradition says, Philip baptized the 
eunuch.” But they affirm that the statement that 
"both Philip and the eunuch went down into the 
water (eis to udor) ” proves that he immersed him. 
This we emphatically deny. Their going “ down into 
the water ” did neither immerse nor baptize the eu¬ 
nuch : the baptism was performed afterwards. 

But they ask, “Why did they both go down into 
the water,” if not to perform an immersion ? We reply, 
Such a question is out of place, for we are not to prove 
a negative. They affirm that Philip immersed the eu¬ 
nuch, and we demand that they prove it. We deny 
that eis necessarily requires them to be in the water, as 
we will prove from their admissions. Dr. Carson (p. 
131) says, “ I am far from denying that eis some¬ 
times signifies unto. . . . There are instances, how¬ 
ever, in which the motion.ends at the object. It is, 
therefore, not of itself definite.” Again he (p. 132) 
says, “ Eis might be used, if the advance was only to 
the margin.” This grants all we ask, and eis may- 
only reach “the margin.” Mr. Ford (the latest 
champion, p. 117) says; "Eis means unto as well as 
into." Then how does he or any one else know that 
they went any further than unto the water? Again, 
he (p. 139) says, “ There can, indeed, be a going to 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


the Jordan with eis (as in the Seventy, 4 Kings 2. 6:, 
3 Kings 2. 8:) for other purposes than baptismal in- 
tusposition, though cos, or epi, or pros, would answer 
as a substitute for eis to avoid any possible ambiguity; 
and, for such a going to the Jordan, the preposition 
eis would not require any enveloping in its waters. . 
. . If it should be proved that eis here may mean ‘ to ’ 
or ‘at,’ or had it been by some other phraseology explic¬ 
itly and unmistakably declared that Jesus was bap¬ 
tized at the Jordan, the proper and usual meaning of 
the verb baptizo would plainly enough declare the 
fact that he was immersed in its waters.” 

Thus, while admitting that eis may mean unto or 
at, and consequently does not prove an immersion, he 
affirms that baptizo does; but we have proved that it 
does not. And as both these champions admit the 
weakness of eis to prove an immersion, it follows that 
"eis to udor“ does not prove that the eunuch was 
immersed. 

A few examples out of many showing the meaning 
and use of eis will strengthen our position that it does 
not require withinness. 1 Kings 8. 35: “If they 
pray toward (eis) this place, etc.” Here eis does not 
take them anywhere near the temple, much less within 
it (see 1 Kings 8. 38:, 42:, 52:, 54:). Matt. 17. 27: “Go 
thou to (eis) the sea, and cast a hook, etc.” Eis did 
not take Peter into the water. Matt. 18.29: “And 
his fellow servant fell down at (eis) his feet, etc.” 
Certainly, not into his feet. 

Mark II. 1: "And when they came nigh to (eis) 
Jerusalem, unto (eis) Bethphage and Bethany.” Eis 
left them two miles from Jerusalem. Luke 10. 30: 
“A certain man went down from Jerusalem to (eis) 
Jericho.” After all the help that eis could give him, he 
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never reached Jericho. John 4. 5: “ Then comcth he 
to (eis) a city of Samaria.” Eis took him no nearer 
the city than Jacob’s well. John n. 38: “Jesus 
therefore again groaning in himself cometh to (eis) 
the grave.” Eis stood him before the grave. 

These examples show that eis does not require 
zoithinness. Then they assert that the statement “ And 
when they were come up out of (ek) the water ” 
proves positively that he immersed him, because ek 
always means out of. Dr. Carson (p. 131) says, “ But 
I utterly deny such an indefiniteness in the meaning 
of ek. I say that it always signifies out of.” In these 
remarks he is contrasting it with eis, admitting that 
eis is indefinite. On p. 129 he says, “ They could not 
come out of the water, if they had not been in it. This 
is more precise than the account of our Lord’s bap¬ 
tism. There it is said that he came up from the water. 
Here it is out of the water.” These statements of Dr. 
Carson are heartily endorsed by all his brethren; but 
let us see if ek invariably means out of. Turning to 
Dr. Conant’s Baptizein we find ek occurring twenty- 
three times in his quotations, and he translates it by 
eight different words, giving from as its meaning 
twelve times, and out of only twice. Does not this 
fact spoil it for their special use? We will now show 
that in the New Testament it often means from in¬ 
stead of out of. Matt. 12. 42: “ For she came from 
(ek) the uttermost parts of the earth to hear the wis¬ 
dom of Solomon.” Mark 11. 20: “They saw the 
fig tree dried up from (ek) the roots.” Luke 1. 71: 
“ That we should be saved from (ek) our enemies, and 
from (ek) the hand of all that hate us.” John 5. 24: 
“ But is passed from (ek) death unto life.” John 6. 
64: “ For Jesus knew from (ek) the beginning who 
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they were that believed not, etc.” V. 66: "From 
(ek) that time many of his disciples went back, etc.” 
John 8. 23: "Ye are from (ek) beneath.” V. 42: 
“ For I proceeded forth and came from (ek) God.” 
John 9. 1: “ He saw a man which was blind from 
(ek) his birth.” John 10. 32: “Many good works 
have I shewed you from (ek) my Father.” John 12. 
27: “ Father, save me from (ek) this hour.” V. 32: 
“And X, if I be lifted up from (ek) the earth will 
draw all men unto me.” John 13. 4: "He riseth 
from (ek) supper.” John 19. 23: “Now the coat 
was without seam, woven from (ek) the top through¬ 
out.” Do not these passages prove that from is a true 
meaning of ek? And, when we add to these those 
cited in the argument on the Lord’s baptism, especially 
the one in Acts 12. 7: “And his chains fell oif from 
(ek) his hands”; with this comment from the immer¬ 
sion version of the New Testament, " Ek ton cheiron," 
not out of, but from his hands; they could not have 
fallen out of unless he had held them in his hands ”; 
is not the argument completely in our favor ? Neither 
eis nor ek proves that they were in the water at all. 
And should we grant for argument’s sake that they 
were in the water during the baptism, it would not 
follow that an immersion was performed/ because 
water only one inch deep would completely satisfy the 
most radical meanings of both eis and ek. Then it 
would read, “And they both ste'ppcd down into the 
water (katebesan eis to udor), and he baptized him. 
And when they stepped up out of the water (anebesan 
ek ton udatos), the Spirit caught away Philip, etc.” 
The “ certain water (dpi ti udor)," upon which they 
came, was doubtless a small brook running across 
the road; and the eunuch had the chariot stop at the 
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brook as they crossed it, and they both descended or 
stepped down from the chariot into the water of the 
streamlet, and Philip took up water in his hand and 
put it upon the eunuch, and thus baptized him: then 
they both ascended or stepped up into the chariot out 
of the water, when the Spirit caught away Philip, and 
the eunuch “ went on his way rejoicing.” 

All this is easy and natural, and corresponds to the 
other examples of baptism already examined. 

That katabaino properly means to descend or step 
down into will be seen from these passages. Judges 
4. 15: “ So that Sisera lighted down (katebe) off 
his chariot, and fled away on his feet.” 

This is almost a parallel case so far as the action 
is concerned; Sisera descended or stepped down from 
his chariot, and ran away. Ex. 3. 8: “And I am 
come down (kateben) to deliver them, etc.” Ex. 19. 
11: “For the third day the Lord will come down 
(katabesetai) in the sight of all the people upon 
Mount Sinai.” (See Num. 11. 17:, Deut. 28. 24:, 2 
Kings I. 11-12:, Psalms 72.6:, Isaiah 55. 10:, Ez. 26. 
16:, 27. 29:). Matt. 3. 16: “And he saw the Spirit 
of God descending (katabainon) like a dove, and 
lighting upon him.” (See Matt. 7. 25:, 27. 40:, 28. 
2:). Matt. 14. 29: “And when Peter was come 
down (kalabas) out of the ship, he walked on the 
water, to go to Jesus.” This instance is very similar 
to that of Philip and the eunuch. He, like them, 
stepped down from the ship to the water (See Luke 
9. 54:, Mark 15. 32:, Luke 19. 5-6:, 22. 44:, John 3. 
13 : i 5- 40- John 5- 7 - "But while I am coming, 
another steppeth down (katabainei) before me.” Here 
is a parallel case. Many more examples like these 
can be given. 
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And that anabaino properly means to ascend or step 
up from or out of, these passages will show. Gen. 28. 
12: “ And behold the angels of God ascending (ane- 
bainon) and descending (katebainon) on it.” Here 
we have both words, and they express the same action 
and meaning as in Acts 8. 36-39: 

Judges 13. 20: “For it came to pass, when the 
flame went up (anabenai) toward heaven from off 
the altar, that the angel of the Lord ascended (anebe) 
in the flame of the altar.” I Sam. 28. 13: “I saw 
gods ascending (anabainontas) out of the earth.” 
Psalms 139. 8: “ If I ascend up (anabdj into heaven, 
thou art there: if I make my bed in hell (katabo eis 
ton aden, descend into hades), behold, thou art 
there.” (See Psalms 24. 3:, 68. 18:, Isaiah 14. 13-14: 
Ez. 38.9:). Matt. 3. 16: “ And Jesus, when he was 
baptized, went up (anebc) straightway from the 
water.” Mark 1. 10: “And straightway coining up 
(anabainon) out of the water, he saw the heavens 
opened, and the Spirit like a dove descending (kata- 
bainon) upon him.” In both these passages anabaino 
and katabaino are brought together as in Acts 8. 36- 
39:), and the motion in all these cases is directly 
down and up. Is not this fact significant ? For when¬ 
ever these two words are thus associated, the motion 
is invariably the same — directly down and up. Matt. 
13. 7: “ And the thorns sprung up (anebesan) and 
choked them.” Matt. 17. 27: “ And take the fish that 
first cometh up (ton anabanta)." Mark 6. 5 1 • " And 
he went up (anebe) unto them into the ship.” The 
action here expressed is the same as the coming up 
into the chariot out of the water; for the Lord stepped 
up from the water into the ship. Luke 19. 4: “ And 
he ran before, and climbed up (anebe) into a syca- 
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more tree to see him.” John i. 51: “Hereafter ye 
shall see heaven open, and the angels of God ascend¬ 
ing (anabainontas) and descending (katabainontas) 
upon the Son of man.” Both words are used here, 
same as in Acts 8. John 3. 13: “ And no man hath 
ascended up (anabebeken) to heaven, but he that 
came down (katabas) from heaven, etc.” (See John 
6. 62:, 10. 1:, 20. 17:, 21. 3:, Acts 1. 13:, 2. 34:, 10. 
4:, 9:, Rom. 10. 6-7:, Eph. 4. 8-10:, Rev. 7. 2:, 8. 4:, 
11. 7:, 12:, 14. 11:). Acts 8. 31: “ And he desired 
Philip that he would come up (anabanta) and sit with 
him.” That is, that “ he would step up into the chariot 
and sit with him.” Does not verse 31 explain the 
meaning of this word in verse 39? Most certainly, 
and our interpretation is proved correct. They stepped 
down from the chariot into the water, and they 
stepped up into the chariot out of the water. It must 
have been very shallow water, too shallow for an im¬ 
mersion; for no one would dare to step down into 
water of any depth; as the depth of water is very de¬ 
ceiving indeed. We find in Josephus a passage almost 
exactly like Acts 8. 31:. Josephus (Ant. Jews B. 12: 
ch. 4., 3:) says, “ So Ptolemy saluted him first, and 
desired him to come up (anabenai) into his chariot.” 
How plain and clear! What more need we? 

There is not a particle of evidence to show that 
Philip put the eunuch under the water — none what¬ 
ever; even when in the water. Have we not clearly 
shown that the facts do not require the water to be 
more than a few inches deep; consequently no immer¬ 
sion in this case? 

More than this, Philip baptized the people of Sama¬ 
ria, and our argument proved that he baptized them 
by affusion. .Then he so baptized the eunuch. This 
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being true the cause of immersion is hopelessly lost; 
for this was its greatest stronghold, and losing this 
it loses all. 

Should we admit that Philip immersed the eunuch, 
we would lose nothing, and immersionists would gain 
nothing.. As we have proved affusion to be valid and 
scriptural, our admission would only add immersion 
as another valid way to perform baptism, which would 
sustain our position, but would be death to exclusive 
immersion. 

Before they can truly claim that the eunuch was 
immersed, they must prove that the water was deep 
enough for an immersion. Baptizo cannot help them, 
for we have found baptisms effected by taking a small 
quantity of wine into the stomach — we have found 
them, effected by a small quantity of blood, when the 
martyr’s person was stained by his own blood in his 
martyrdom — we have found persons baptized by their 
own tears, a very small quantity of water shed from 
their own eyes. Now where is the evidence that bap¬ 
tizo here requires any more water than in the baptism 
of tears? Where? Let it be produced. It cannot be 
done. It follows, then, that Philip carried out the in¬ 
structions of his text (Isaiah 52. 15:), and conse¬ 
quently baptized the eunuch by sprinkling the water 
of baptism upon him. 

Example 6. The next is the baptism of Saul of 
Tarsus. Acts 9. 17-19: “And Ananias went his 
way, and' entered into the house; and putting his hands 
on him said. Brother Saul, the Lord, even Jesus, that 
appeared unto thee in the way as thou earnest, hath 
sent me, that thou mightest receive thy sight, and be 
filled with the Holy Ghost. And immediately there 
fell from his eyes as it had been scales: and he re- 
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ccivcd sight forthwith, and arose, and was baptised. 
And when he had received meat, he was strengthened. 
Then was Saul certain days with the disciples which 
were at Damascus.” 

That we may understand this example clearly we 
must carefully consider all the facts in the case. 

First, “ he was three days without sight, and neither 
did eat nor drink”; consequently he was very weak and 
faint — secondly, he was in the house of Judas, and 
Ananias “entered into the house” and found him 
there — thirdly, he “received his sight” immediately 
when Ananias “ put his hands on him ” and delivered 
his message — fourthly, he was sitting or reclining 
on a couch, for he stood up to be baptized — fifthly, 
he was baptized before “he had received meat,” and 
was still weak; for “ when he had received meat, 
he was strengthened ”— sixthly, the baptism was per¬ 
formed immediately on his rising to his feet; for the 
record says, “He arose and was baptised." These 
are the facts in the case; and they show that he was 
baptized in the house and as he stood up on his feet, 
rising from the couch on which he sat; for it reads, 
“Kai anastas ebaptisthe” (“and having risen, or 
standing up, he was baptized ”). Not a word is said 
to intimate that he stirred a step after he arose, or 
that any time elapsed between his rising up and the 
baptism. He stood up to be baptized; therefore An¬ 
anias applied the element to him, not him to the ele- 

That this is the correct translation of anastas these 
passages will show. Matt. 9. 9: “ And he saith unto 
him, Follow me. And he arose (anastas) and followed 
him.” Matt. 26. 62: “And the high priest arose 
(anastas), and said unto him, Answerest thou noth¬ 
ing”? 
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Mark 14. 60: “ And the high priest stood up (anas- 
tasj in the midst, and asked Jesus, saying, Answerest 
thou nothing ” ? Luke 5.28: “ And he left all, rose 
up (anastas), and followed him.” Luke 15. 18, and 
20: “I will arise (anastas), and go to my father, 
etc.” . . . “And he arose (anast as), and came to his 
father.” See Luke 6. 8:, 17. 19:, Acts 5. 34:, 8. 27:, 
9 11:, 39:, 13. 16:, 22. 10:. Acts 22. 16: “And 
now why tarriest thou? Arise (anastas), and be bap¬ 
tized, and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of 
the Lord.” All these passages indorse our transla¬ 
tion of Acts 9. 18:, especially the last one; for Paul 
says that Ananias said to him, “Arise (anastas), and 
be baptized"; and he "arose (anastas), and was bap¬ 
tized.” 

What can be plainer or stronger? Immersion is out 
of the question altogether; for he was baptized as he 
arose from the couch, and it could only under the cir¬ 
cumstances be performed by affusion. 

Example 7. The next is the baptism of Cornelius 
and the Gentiles. Acts 10. 44-48: “ While Peter yet 
spake these words, the Holy Ghost fell on all them 
which heard the word. And they of the circumcision 
which believed were astonished, as many as came with 
Peter, because that on the Gentiles also was poured out 
the gift of the Holy Ghost. For they heard them 
speak with tongues, and magnify God. Then answered 
Peter, Can any man forbid water, that these should 
not be baptized, which have received the Holy Ghost 
as well as we. And he commanded them to be bap¬ 
tized in the name of the Lord.” 

In this example the evidence is all in favor of affu¬ 
sion; for they had just received the Spirit baptism 
by affusion, as he was "poured out" and "fell on 
them ” while “ hearing the word.” 
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He fell on them, they did not fall into him; conse¬ 
quently Peter, following the Lord’s example thrice 
repeated, would have the water fall on Cornelius and 
his company; so they were baptized by affusion. The 
record distinctly states that " on the Gentiles also was 
poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost ”; that is, they 
were so baptized by the Holy Spirit. Now is it at 
all probable that they received water baptism in an 
entirely different manner? 

The symbol must pattern after the real — not be 
entirely different; and so on them also was poured out 
the water of baptism, and thus they received the out¬ 
ward sign of the inward cleansing. If it be true, that 
baplizo invariably requires the same action, then it fol¬ 
lows that the water was poured out on them, and they 
were baptized by affusion. If it does not, then bap¬ 
tism can be performed by different modes. In cither 
case our cause is sustained, while our neighbors lose 
theirs. That this baptism was performed by affusion 
is shown by these words of Peter, “ Can any man 
forbid the water (to udor), that these should not be 
baptized”? Just as if he had said, “Can any man 
forbid bringing the water, that these should not be 
baptized ” ? 

These quotations show that this was no doubt its 
true meaning. Dean Alford (Com. in loco.) says, 
“ The article should here certainly be expressed: Can 
any forbid the water to these who have received the 
spirit? The expression kolusai, used with to udor, is 
interesting, as showing that the practice was to bring 
the water to the candidates, not the candidates to the 
water. This, which would be implied by the word 
under any circumstances, is rendered certain, when we 
remember that they were assembled in the house.” 
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Nothing could be stronger and more conclusive than 
this testimony from this eminent Greek scholar, one 
of the best in the world. Lange (Com. in loco.) says, 
“ The peculiar form of expression, occurring in the 
question, sounds as if a conscious and energetic will 
were ascribed to the baptismal water, somewhat in the 
following sense: If no one was able to hinder the 
Spirit from coming upon these people, then no one 
can keep back the water which purposes to Bow upon 
them unto baptism.“ 

This testimony of Lange is particularly strong from 
the fact that he favors immersion. 

If to the mind of an immersionist Peter’s words vir¬ 
tually say, “ If no one was able to hinder the Spirit 
from coming upon these people, then no one can keep 
back the water which purposes to Bow upon them un¬ 
to baptism,” they justify us in affirming that this bap¬ 
tism was performed by affusion, and that the water 
was brought for that purpose. 

Meyer (Com. in loco.) says, "Can any one, then, 
withhold the water, in order that these be not bap¬ 
tisedf The water is in this animated language con¬ 
ceived as the clement offering itself for the baptism. 
So urgent now appeared the necessity for completing 
on the human side the divine work that had miracu¬ 
lously emerged.” This testimony endorses the views 
of the other commentators. He also favors immersion. 

More than this, the whole scene, so similar to that 
of Pentecost, recalled to Peter’s mind what the Lord 
said to the disciples on the day of his ascension; and 
he thus describes it to the brethren at Jerusalem, 
“And as I began to speak the Holy Ghost fell on 
them as on us at the beginning. Then remembered I 
the word of the Lord, how that he said, John indeed 
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baptized with water; but ye shall be baptized with 
the Holy Ghost. Forasmuch then as God gave them 
the like gift as he did unto us, who believed on the 
Lord Jesus Christ, what was I that I could withstand 
God ”? 

How would this baptismal scene, where the element 
fell on them, suggest a dissimilar one where they fell 
into the element? How would he be reminded of 
both water and Spirit baptisms in the same connec¬ 
tion unless both were performed in the same way ? 

Pouring out of the Spirit would hardly remind him 
of immersion in the water but would show that the 
water must be poured out on the subjects of baptism. 
If one represents the other, their manner of perform¬ 
ance must be the same to avoid confusion and misun¬ 
derstanding. This must be the case or the harmony 
between them is destroyed. Anyone can see that 
nothing but confusion would result from so differ¬ 
ently performing the symbol from that which it sym¬ 
bolizes ; and, because some insist on dipping the per¬ 
son into the element instead of applying the element 
to the person, there is already great confusion, mis¬ 
understanding, and disagreement over the adminis¬ 
tration of the rite. 

Now, as all admit the modus opcrandi in Spirit bap¬ 
tism is the element descending on the person, all con¬ 
fusion, misunderstanding, and disagreement would 
entirely disappear, if all accepted and practiced the 
Lord’s way of performing baptism, because he knows 
how it should be done. But as long as some act as 
though they knew more than the Lord or the angel 
Gabriel, about baptism, the contention will become 
fiercer, the breach wider between the followers of the 
Lord, and the time when all shall see eye to eye will 
be indefinitely postponed. 
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Accepting the Lord’s way of baptizing will quickly 
unite all his followers; for “ by one Spirit will we all 
be baptized into one body.” God grant it 1 

Example 8. The next one is the baptism of the 
jailer and his family. Acts 16. 29-34: “Then he 
called for a light, and sprang in, and came trembling, 
and fell down before Paul and Silas, and brought 
them out, and said, Sirs, what must I do to be saved ? 
And they said. Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and 
thou shalt be saved and thy house. And they spake 
unto him the word of the Lord, and to all that were 
in his house. And he took them the same hour of the 
night, and washed their stripes; and was baptized, he 
and all his, straightway. And when he had brought 
them into his house, he set meat before them, and 
rejoiced, believing in God with all his house.” 

This baptism was performed between midnight and 
morning. All admit this, but the question in dispute 
is, Where was it performed — in the prison or else¬ 
where ? 

Our neighbors affirm that it was performed outside 
the prison walls — that the expression he “brought 
them out ” proves that he took them out to some body 
of water to immerse them; for it adds, When the bap¬ 
tism was performed, “he brought them into his 
house,” which could not be done had he not taken 
them away from the house. We reply, How hard they 
work to make out a case of immersion here! They 
are to be pitied. What are the facts in the case? 
Where were Paul and Silas when the earthquake oc¬ 
curred, and the jailer “ fell down before ” them? In 
the inner prison. This implies an outer prison. Then 
he brought them out of the inner into the outer pris¬ 
on, which connected the inner prison- with that part 
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in which his family resided. In this outer prison they 
preached to “ him and all that were in his house." 

Here all would come to see what was going on, and 
as the record shows, here occurred the conversion and 
baptism, as well as the “washing of their stripes;” 
for “ he and all- his were immediately baptized ”— no 
delay for the purpose of finding water for an immer¬ 
sion. There is not the least intimation that they went 
outside the prison walls that night for any purpose 
whatever. This the record shows when it says, “ And 
when it was day, the magistrates sent the serjeants, 
saying, Let those men go. And the keeper of the 
prison told this saying to Paul, The magistrates have 
sent to let you go: now therefore depart and go in 
peace. But Paul said unto them, They have beaten us 
openly uncondemned, being Romans, and have cast 
us into prison; and now do they thrust us out privily? 
Nay, verily; but let them come themselves and fetch 
us out. And the serjeants told these words unto the 
magistrates: and they feared, when they heard that 
they were Romans. And they came and besought 
them, and brought them out, and desired them to 
depart out of the city. And they zvent out of the 
prison, and entered into the house of Lydia: and 
when they had seen the brethren, they comforted 
them, and departed.” This shows that they staid in, 
and refused to come out of, the prison unless brought 
out by those who put them in. It would have been 
hypocritical, had they gone out of the prison during 
the night in search of water deep enough in which to 
immerse the jailer and his family; and inconsistent 
with their positive refusal to leave the prison until 
brought out by the proper authorities. And any cause, 
which requires its advocates to charge these men of 
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God with hypocrisy in order to sustain it, is worthless. 
The record states that “ they went out of the prison ” 
when " brought out by the magistrates,” which proves 
that they had honestly remained there until then. This 
affirmation proving untrue, then they affirm that there 
was in the prison a cistern or bath-room in which the. 
immersion could be conveniently performed; and 
therefore they were immersed. We deny and demand 
the proof. The word baptiso is no proof, for we have 
shown that it makes no demand for any amount or 
depth of water — that the small quantity of water shed 
in one spell of weeping is sufficient for a “baptism 
with tears.” Shall we be told that a “baptism with 
tears ” means an immersion in grief? We reply, The 
element in this baptism is not grief but tears; and we 
arc after the quantity of the element, not something 
else. Show us in this element water sufficient for an 
immersion (complete envelopment), or admit that a 
very small quantity of water will satisfy the demands 
of baptizo. 

On the other hand the evidence so clearly favors 
affusion, that Smith’s Bib. Die. (Art. Bap., p. 73), 
though favoring immersion, says, “ The language of 
the New Testament and of the primitive fathers suffi¬ 
ciently points to immersion as the common mode of 
baptism. But in the case of the family of the jailer 
at Philippi, and of the three thousand converted at 
Pentecost, it seems hardly likely that immersion should 
have been possible.” 

Does not this testimony clearly sustain us? But 
we have stronger testimony than this. We have proved 
that Paul was baptized by affusion; and it would be 
absurd to suppose that he would baptize the jailer by 
immersion. As he was baptized, so would he baptize 
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Ihe jailer; and as all the other circumstances so strong¬ 
ly favor affusion, it follows, that this baptism was so 
performed. 

Example p. The last example we will examine is 
the baptism of the twelve disciples at Ephesus. 

Acts 19. 1-7: ‘‘And it came to pass, that, while 
Apollos was at Corinth, Paul having passed through 
the upper coasts came to Ephesus; and finding cer¬ 
tain disciples, he said unto them, Have ye received the 
Holy Ghost since ye believed? And they said unto 
him, We have not so much as heard whether there be 
any Holy Ghost. And he said unto them, Unto what 
then were ye baptized? And they said, Unto John’s 
baptism. Then said Paul, John verily baptized with 
the baptism of repentance, saying unto the people, that 
they should believe on him which should come after 
him, that is, on Christ Jesus. When they heard this, 
they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. 
And when Faul had laid his hands upon them, the 
Holy Ghost came on them; and they spake with 
tongues, and prophesied. And all the men were 
about twelve.” 

This instance is very important because it mentions 
the different baptisms of the New Testament and 
shows their bearing on, and relation to, one another. 
It names three baptisms, viz: John’s, water, and 
Spirit. It explains the nature and significance of 
John’s, and its relation to the others, thus: Paul asked 
these twelve disciples, Have ye received the Holy 
Ghost since ye believed? And when they replied, 
“ We have not so much as heard whether there be any 
Holy Ghost,” Paul in surprise asked, “ Unto vihat 
then were ye baptized ” ? They replied, “ Unto John’s 
baptism.” 
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This reply made it necessary for Paul to explain 
what that baptism implied. So he informed them that 
it was not Christian baptism, because John baptized 
with the baptism of repentance; that is, Air water bap¬ 
tism symbolized repentance, and was only prepara¬ 
tory ; for John informed the people “ that they should 
believe on him which should come after him, that is, 
on Christ Jesus.” When he had convinced them of 
these facts, he “ baptized them in the name of the 
Lord Jesus.” Not until then had they received 
Christian baptism. 

It also shows the intimate relation between water 
and Spirit baptism. When Paul learned that they 
knew nothing of the Holy Spirit, he showed his sur¬ 
prise by asking, " Unto what then were ye baptized ”? 
The two baptisms are so closely associated that no 
one could receive the one without learning of the 
other, and soon receiving it; as one was the symbol 
of the other. 

Are we asked, “ Why did they receive the symbol 
before they received the real”? We reply, This was 
the case only with the Jews as at Pentecost and here, 
but not so with the Gentiles, as in the case of Cor¬ 
nelius and his company. This brings up the differ¬ 
ence between the Jews and Gentiles in their relation 
to God. The Jews were God’s chosen people, and 
were still in covenant relation with him, while the 
Gentiles were not — were still outside. 

Having received John’s baptism proves these Ephe¬ 
sian brethren to be Jews. The Jews must first re¬ 
nounce Judaism, believe in Jesus, and be baptized in 
his name; thus cutting them off completely from their 
old associations, and fully committing them to Chris¬ 
tianity; and then they received the Holy Ghost, as 
did these disciples. 
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But the Gentiles, not being in the fold as God’s 
chosen people, must first be accepted by God and 
brought into the fold by receiving the Holy Spirit; 
and then they would be entitled to the ordinances of 
God’s people. So the Lord first baptized the Gen¬ 
tiles with the Holy Spirit, and then they were pre¬ 
pared to receive the outward sign of the inward work 
performed by the impartation of the Holy Spirit. 

And Peter, when he saw what the Lord had done, 
exclaimed, “ Can any man forbid the water, that these 
should not be baptized, which have received the Holy 
Ghost as well as we”? This proves that the Lord had 
properly qualified them for the reception of baptism. 
And this was Peter’s answer to his brethren at Jeru¬ 
salem when they objected to what he had done: “ For¬ 
asmuch then as God gave them the like gift as he did 
unto us, who believed on the Lord Jesus Christ, what 
was I, that I could withstand God ” ? This not only 
silenced all objection, but caused great joy, and se¬ 
cured this hearty endorsement, “ Then hath God also 
to the Gentiles granted repentance unto life.” There¬ 
fore the Gentiles should receive the symbol, seeing God 
had given them the real baptism by " pouring out on 
them the gift of the Holy Ghost.” So here, when 
Paul had baptized them, and “ laid his hands upon 
them, the Holy Ghost came on them"; so closely asso¬ 
ciated are water and Spirit baptism with each other, 
and must resemble each other in the manner of their 
performance; therefore they were baptized by affu- 

We have now examined carefully all the examples 
of baptism given in the New Testament, to learn, if 
possible, how they were performed. We have found 
the manner of performing Spirit baptism fully de- 
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scribed, but not one word describing how the ritual 
baptisms were performed, not one. This is inexpli¬ 
cable, if water baptism must be performed in one 
particular way. If so, why, in some one of these ex¬ 
amples at least, are we not told how it was performed, 
or should be? Why this perfect silence on a point 
so important as this is claimed to be? True, of 
Philip and the eunuch it is said that they “ both went 
down into, and came up out of, the water”; but it 
adds, “And he baptized him,” showing this act to 
be separate from and independent of the others; and 
we look in vain for one word explaining how he bap¬ 
tized him. And so through the entire list of examples 
the same silence reigns. 

Listening to our neighbors, we would conclude that 
all the facts and arguments were with them — every¬ 
thing on their side, and nothing but assertion and in¬ 
ferences on ours; but the facts are the reverse of this. 

The fact is, they are obliged to resort to assertions 
and inferences entirely to sustain their position — have 
absolutely nothing else upon which to depend. What 
a slim foundation upon which to build a distinct 
church organization and system! Very slim indeed; 
and one that must, and does, fail them in cases of 
emergency, as these instances show. 

In 1870 the pastor of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church at Corry, Pennsylvania, related to the author 
this incident. “The pastor of the Disciple Church 
came with his carriage to my home and requested me 
to accompany him to the home of an invalid lady 
whose friends belonged to his church, but she did 
not. On our way he related to me these facts; real¬ 
izing that she was near death’s door, this invalid lady 
desired to be baptized. The time was set for the im- 
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mersion, and all arrangements made to have every¬ 
thing convenient to save exertion and prevent pros¬ 
tration on her part; but at the appointed time she was 
so low and so evidently near death, that her pastor told 
her that he dared not attempt to immerse her, for 
she would certainly die in the operation. This gave 
her great distress, for she was anxious to be baptized 
before she died. He asked her if she would be satis¬ 
fied with any other mode, as immersion was out of the 
question. She replied, that under the circumstances 
she would. So at her request he asked me to go with 
him and baptize her. I went and baptized her by 
sprinkling, her pastor assisting in the services. She 
died the same afternoon soon after the baptism. As 
we were separating he said to me, ‘This is all right — 
I indorse it all; but I don’t know what my people will 
do with me for what I have done.’ ” 

What should they do but approve what he had 
done? He did just what duty required of him for this 
dying woman. And was she not truly baptized? 
Our argument has proved that her baptism was scrip¬ 
tural, and also that the ordinances of Christ’s Church 
can be administered to any one anxious to receive 
them. Did not immersion utterly fail in this emer¬ 
gency, and did not affusion fully meet the require¬ 
ments of this case? Does not this incident prove that 
immersion is sometimes not only impracticable but 
impossible, while affusion is always ready for any 
emergency? And, as the Lord invariably baptizes by 
affusion, it follows that affusion is the divine arrange¬ 
ment, and always convenient and practicable; while 
immersion is a human arrangement, being often im¬ 
practicable and sometimes impossible. 

Another incident we clipped from the Pittsburg 
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Christian Advocate. Under the caption “ The Sprink¬ 
led Disciple,” it gave the particulars of a case of 
sprinkling by Elder Baxter, a Disciple minister, thus: 
“A Mr. Kelly, near Wellsville, O., was sick and 
dying. The pastor was sent for to baptize him, but, 
finding immersion out of the question, at the request 
of the dying man, baptized him by sprinkling.” 

The P. C. Advocate congratulated the Disciples in 
thus coming over to our side, which of course created 
some commotion among them. Rev. Mr. Baxter, of 
New Lisbon, O., finding himself mixed up in the 
case by having the same name, wrote to his name¬ 
sake for the facts, and sent the following reply of 
the young man to the Advocate with his comments: 
“ I have not seen the Advocate yet, but I can tell you 
about the sprinkling of Air. Kelly on his death-bed. 
You will, no doubt, think it very inconsistent and 
wrong, and perhaps it was, for I did not believe in it 
myself. If I have sinned, I pray God to forgive me. 
Brother Anthony Kelly came over the night before 
his father died, and told me he was dying then. I 
was in bed, and very sick, but got up and went with 
him, for he said his father was asking for me all the 
time. When wc got there Mr. Kelly asked to be im¬ 
mersed, but that was impossible, as they had no bath¬ 
tub, or anything else that would answer the purpose. 
After a little while he asked me to baptize him by 
sprinkling. I did not want to do it, and told them to 
send for the Methodist preacher. Shortly after the 
messenger left the house, Mr. Kelly said he would not 
last many minutes, and in great distress wanted to be 
baptized in some way. His wife, daughter, and six 
sons were all pleading with me not to let him die with¬ 
out gratifying his last desire. So I sprinkled him, 
and he seemed satisfied ” 
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On this the editor thus commented: “These are 
the facts over the signatures of Disciple ministers; 
and they are simply an enlarged edition of our hum¬ 
bler statement. But Mr. Baxter, of New Lisbon, in 
sending us a copy of this letter, improves the occa¬ 
sion to suggest that ‘ the minister, who sprinkled the 
dying man, did not regard it as baptism.’ What, did 
Mr. Baxter properly consider his words when he made 
this averment? They make the young minister prac¬ 
tice deception on the dying man. To be baptised was 
the wish of Mr. Kelly. To gratify this wish Mr. Bax¬ 
ter sprinkled him. Now, if the administrator did not 
consider sprinkling as baptism, then he was guilty of 
deceiving a poor man who looked up trustingly to him 
amid the solemnities of a dying hour. This is ter¬ 
rible. Surely Mr. Baxter, of New Lisbon, did not 
mean what he says here. Surely his utterance is a 
lapsus pennae. It is contradicted and corrected by 
the letter of his namesake at Wellsville, who says: 
‘He (Mr. Kelly) asked me to baptize him by sprink¬ 
ling ’; and in this language he recognizes that sprink¬ 
ling is baptism. Again he says: ‘ Mr. Kelly . . . 
wanted to be baptised in some way . . . so I sprink¬ 
led him.’ This thoroughly refutes the allegation that 
the administrator did not regard his act as baptism. 
The incident as narrated by the young Mr. Baxter 
throws a flood of doubt about the practice of immer¬ 
sion. Here is a case where it was impracticable. Did 
God ever command anything impracticable? No. 
Where, then, our immersionist friends advance to the 
front and point to a case like that of Mr. Kelly where 
immersion is out of the question — dangerous — im¬ 
possible — is not the evidence overwhelming that it is 
not a scriptural mode of baptism ”? 
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These editorial comments of The Advocate are 
right to the point, and meet our heartiest approval. 
These incidents are fatal to the immersion theory; for 
if baptism is, and must be, an immersion in water, 
there have been, and will be, instances in which it 
would be impossible either to administer or receive it. 
And here are cases where both the administrator and 
the subject were willing and anxious to perform their 
duty; but, according to our neighbors, God has made 
requirements of both that neither of them, though 
anxiously willing, could fulfil. How this reflects on 
God! 

If, as some of them affirm, baptism is so connected, 
in the plan of salvation, with remission of sins, that 
they can not be remitted previous to its reception, 
then it is essential to salvation, and God cannot save 
a sinner until it is performed. This we will discuss 
more fully when we consider the design of baptism. 

Others of them affirm, that baptism is not the con¬ 
dition previously required for the remission of sins, 
and is not, therefore, essential to salvation, 
but is only the outward sign of the inward work of 
the soul’s cleansing from sin. Very well! This we 
heartily endorse; but it places baptism among the 
non-essentials. Now, then, why should the manner of 
performing a non-essential be so very essential, that 
it is not performed at all, unless in one particular 
way? Why the thing itself a non-essential, and 
yet the way to do it a very essential? Why? 
Where do the Scriptures even intimate any such' 
thing? We have carefully and critically examined 
every instance of ritual baptism mentioned in the New 
Testament (excepting those of Crispus and Gaius, 
and the households of Lydia and Stephanus, and these 
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are just like the others), and we have not found in a 
single one of them any description of the manner of 
its performance, nor any instructions whatever that 
one particular way was required in its performance. 
The theory of exclusive immersion is of man, not of 
God. Only those, who teach that it is essential as the 
condition of the remission of sins, are consistent in 
insisting on one particular way of performing it; 
for, the moment it is admitted that it is not essen¬ 
tial to the remission of sins, the way to perform it 
becomes a matter of little importance. There is no 
must be for any special way to perform it; and the 
sooner our neighbors realize and accept this fact, the 
better will it be for the cause of Christ, and the sooner 
will we all be one in him. 

If they still insist that there is a must be in the case, 
we demand the chapter and verse where the must be 
is taught; and it must be plain, positive, and direct. 
Nothing else will satisfy us; for, after the most care¬ 
ful and painstaking research, we have been unable to 
find any such requirement. In the case of Spirit bap¬ 
tisms we found the modus operandi plainly described 
— the element descends, is invariably applied to the 
subject; while, of all the ritual baptisms mentioned, 
not one is described — nothing whatever to show how 
they were performed. Why this utter silence? 

They dictatorially informed us that the must be was 
contained in the word "baptiso, because it was a spe¬ 
cific and univocal word, of unvarying meaning in all 
Greek literature — well defined and understood.” Our 
examination of their most scholarly writers has shown 
this to be positively untrue — that they could not agree 
among themselves as to the precise one word meaning 
of baplizo — that Dr. Conant, though affirming that 
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" immerse was its only meaning in all Greek litera¬ 
ture,” found it such an awkward word in translating 
the passages from the Classics, that in his book “ Bap- 
tizein,” he could only use it six times in translating 
sixty-four passages, while he finds whelm a far more 
convenient word, and uses it as the meaning fifty-four 
times, nine times more than he used immerse. So with 
all the others. 

And we have proved their affirmation, that it was 
a word of specific action, to be incorrect; showing 
that it was not a word of modal act at all — never tells 
how to do it, even by the admission of our neighbors, 
stating that it is not confined to one way but “ may 
be performed in any way, even by superfusion.” And 
when they insisted that it was specific as to the what 
to be done, we showed almost as many whats per- ■ 
formed by it as uses of the word, more than our neigh¬ 
bors knew what to do with, or were willing to accept 
as the model way to perform baptism. 

By the baptisms with wine, blood, tears, and Spirit 
we proved their assertion that " bapliso expressed 
simply the act of submersion or envelopment of the 
object in the element,” untrue; for there is absolutely 
no submersion or envelopment of the object in any of 
these elements —none whatever. On the contrary in 
the wine baptisms, the subject submerges or envelops 
the element, completely reversing their specific “ act 
of submersion.” To conceal their discomfiture they 
affirm that the “act of submersion" or “envelop¬ 
ment ” in these baptisms is in the effects or influences 
of these elements; so they talk eloquently about “stu¬ 
pefying influences” — “overwhelming sorrows and 
sufferings” — “ overwhelmed by the Spirit”—“the 
effects of the influences of the Spirit”—“the abun¬ 
dance of his gifts completely covered by the 
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emblems of the Spirit,” creating thereby an ideal ele¬ 
ment in which their imaginary submersion could be 
performed. But this only makes their defeat more 
evident, because, in so doing, they abandon their 
stronghold that baptizo requires the envelopment of 
the object in the baptizing element, while they have 
manufactured an imaginary element in which to per¬ 
form the immersion; which proves their interpretation 
of baptizo to be a distorted one. 

The truth is, baptizo is as indifferent to the what 
as to the how, and equally indifferent as to whether 
the subject is submerged in the element, or the ele¬ 
ment applied to the subject. It makes no remon¬ 
strance whatever when the baptism is performed by 
affusion, superfusion, or submersion. In fact, the 
former action is very acceptable to classic writers, Dr. 
Conant being witness, seeing he defines it in their 
writings by whelm (superfusion) many more times 
than by submerge in his book, “ Baptizein.” 

We have shown that, in the New Testament, the 
preference is given decidedly to the idea of applying 
the element to the subject rather than the subject to 
the element. This is absolutely true in every instance 
of Spirit baptism; and, as baptizo is used in the same 
passages to designate both Spirit and water baptism 
without suggesting any difference in the maimer of 
performing them, it follows that, as one was per¬ 
formed, so was the other, especially as one was the 
symbol of the other. Our examination of every in¬ 
stance of ritual baptism, recorded in the New Testa¬ 
ment sustains this conclusion. And, if there is a 
must be for one particular way of performing ritual 
baptism that it may be scriptural, that one particular 
way must be performed by applying the element to 
the subject of baptism. 


PART SECOND. 


DESIGN OF BAPTISM. 

What is the design of this ordinance in the Church 
of Christ? Is it a saving one? Docs it wash away 
sins — secure our pardon, and bring us into Christ? 
Is it one (an essential one) of the conditions of par¬ 
don and salvation? 

Or is it designed to represent the work of the Holy 
Spirit in the regeneration of the believer; an outward 
sign of an inward work, symbolizing the work of 
cleansing and heart purification by the Holy Spirit? 

What is its place and work in the gospel scheme? 

Some teach that it is a saving ordinance in that it 
is immediately connected with the remission of sins — 
that it is one (an essential one) of the conditions of 
pardon and salvation — that it is "the act of faith by 
which the sinner obtains the remission- of his sins.” 

Since they are so positive the Scriptures teach that 
water baptism must precede pardon and remission of 
sins, it becomes necessary to examine their teachings 
and the proof texts on which they rely for proof of 
their doctrine. We shall show that the Scriptures 
do not sustain their teachings on this subject. 

As Alexander Campbell, the founder of the Dis¬ 
ciple (or Christian) Church, is the acknowledged 
leader and teacher of this view of the design of bap¬ 
tism; and as many sincere inquirers after the truth 
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have accepted his teachings as scriptural, and have 
trusted in the act of immersion in water at the hands 
of man, rather than in the blood of Christ through 
the operation of the Holy Spirit, for the remission 
of their sins, duty compels us to show that his teach¬ 
ings on this subject are unscriptural. What a pity 
that so many, misled by his teachings, have ascribed 
an importance and efficacy to an outward ordinance, 
which the Scriptures never intended. 

In “ The Christian System ” (my book is 2nd edi¬ 
tion, 1839), P- 20 °. Mr. Campbell says, “ From the 
time the proclamation of God’s philanthropy was first 
made, there was an act of obedience proposed in it by 
which the believers of the proclamation were put in 
actual possession of its blessings, and by conformity 
to which act a change of state ensued.” (p. 201.) 
“ This act is sometimes called immersion, regenera¬ 
tion, conversion.” (p. 203.) “ This act of faith was 
presented as that act by which a change in their state 
could be effected; or, in other words, by which alone 
they could be pardoned.” (p.206.) “ All these testi¬ 
monies concur with each other in presenting the act 
of faith — Christian immersion, frequently called 
conversion, as • that act, inseparably connected with 
the remission of sins." (p. 209.) " Washing of re¬ 
generation and immersion, are therefore two names 
for the same thing." (p. 211.) “The Holy Spirit 
calls nothing personal regeneration, except the act 
of immersion." (p. 227.) “Call immersion, then, a 
new birth, a washing of regeneration, or a resurrec¬ 
tion, and its meaning is the same.” (p. 242.) “ It is 
not our faith in God’s promise of remission, but our 
going down into the water, that obtains the remission 
of sins.” (p. 244.) “ But one thing we do know, that 
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none can rationally, and with certainty enjoy the peace 
of God, and the hope of heaven, but they who intel¬ 
ligently, and in full faith are born of water, or im¬ 
mersed for the remission of their sins.” 

Debate, Campbell and Rice (p. 442) : “ It is an 
introduction into the mystical body of Christ, by which 
he ' necessarily obtains the remission of his sins.” 
(Debate, p. 515-16.) “ God appointed baptism to be, 
to every one that believed the record he has given of 
his Son, a formal pledge on his part of that believer’s 
acquittal or pardon: so significant and so expressive, 
that when the baptized believer rises out of the water, 
is born of water, enters the world a second time, he 
enters it as innocent, as clean, as unspotted, as an 
angel. His conscience is purged from guilt, his body 
washed with pure water, even the washing of regen¬ 
eration.” (Debate, p. 443.) “ I am bold, therefore, to 
affirm that every one of them who, in the belief of 
what the apostle spoke, was immersed, did, in the very 
instant in which he was put under water, receive the 
forgiveness of his sins, and the gift of the Holy 
Spirit. If so, then, who will not concur with me in 
saying, that Christian immersion is the gospel in 

Elder F. W. Emmons (one of his preachers, Tract, 
“Baptism a saving ordinance,” p. 12.) says, “We 
would enforce baptism on you, as an act of obedience 
to Christ, as that act with which he has connected 
salvation in the present tense from all your sins." 
Again, Mr. Campbell (Chris. System, p. 218) : “Hence 
neither praying, singing, reading, repenting, sorrow¬ 
ing, resolving, nor waiting to be better was the con¬ 
verting act. Immersion alone was that act of turning 
to God. . . . And from the day of Pentecost to the 
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final Amen in the revelation of Jesus Christ, no per¬ 
son was said to be converted, or to turn to God, until 
he was buried in, and raised up out of the water.” 

To all this teaching we enter our most earnest pro¬ 
test as unscriptural and misleading in its tendencies, 
because it places the ordinance of water baptism above 
the operations of the Holy Spirit; and the power of 
water to wash and cleanse above the blood of Christ 
in the remission of sins; because it is contrary to the 
teachings of Christ, who said that the result of the 
publican’s prayer, " God be merciful to me a sinner,” 
was that he “ went down to his house justified.” 

This teaching, that “ immersion in water for the re¬ 
mission of sins is the only means of securing salva¬ 
tion,” sends hopelessly to hell all, without exception, 
who have not been immersed for the remission of sins, 
no matter how fully they have trusted in Christ, nor 
how holy and blameless their lives before God. It 
becomes necessary, then, carefully to examine the 
proof-texts which, they claim, teach this strange doc¬ 
trine ; and see, if God, in his great mercy and love to 
sinners, confines salvation and pardon to one particu¬ 
lar way of performing an outward ordinance, and 
makes that ordinance so essential to salvation, that 
every other requirement, though fully and heartily 
complied with by the penitent, is of no avail whatever 
until the immersion has been performed by the admin¬ 
istrator of the ordinance. This teaching attaches un¬ 
due importance and efficacy to an outward ordinance, 
and makes it absolutely essential to pardon. 

To show that we do not misrepresent Mr. Camp¬ 
bell’s teaching on this point, we will further quote 
from his “ Christian System,” thus (p. 224.) : “ Here 
are two things equally incomprehensible — to wash 
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garments white in blood, and to wash away sins in 
water! An efficacy is ascribed to water which it does 
not possess; and as certainly, an efficacy is ascribed to 
blood which it does not possess. If blood can whiten 
or cleanse garinents, certainly water can wash away 
sins. There is, then, a transferring of the efficacy of 
blood to water; and a transferring of the efficacy of 
water to blood. This is a plain solution of the whole 
matter. God has transferred, in some way, the whiten¬ 
ing efficacy, or cleansing power of water, to blood; and 
the absolving or pardoning power of blood to water. 
... He has now given the efficacy of blood to 
water.” In these remarks he is commenting on Rev. 
7. 14: "They have washed their robes, and made 
them white in the blood of the Lamb,” which shows 
that he teaches that water can cleanse away sin. (p. 
225.) “ Thus immersion, says Peter, saves us, not by 
cleansing the body from its filth, but the conscience 
from its guilt.” (p. 247.) “ Peter taught . . that 
in immersion a person was purged from all his former 
sins.” (p. 249.) “ Cornelius was immersed, and into 
the kingdom of God he came. Pie was then saved.” 
(p. 257.) “ The soul of the intelligent subject is as 
fully immersed into the Lord Jesus, as his body is im¬ 
mersed in the water. His soul rises with the Lord 
Jesus, as his body rises out of the water; and into one 
spirit with all the family of God is he immersed. . . 
There is no such thing as outward bodily acts in 
the Christian institution; and less than in all others, 
in the act of immersion. Then it is that the spirit, soul, 
and body of man become one with the Lord." (p. 259.) 
“Of salvation, baptism is the immediate cause.” (p. 
276 and 277.) “ Finally, our great Prophet, the Mes¬ 

siah, gives to water the same place and power in this 
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work of regeneration. . . . May we not, then, 
supported by such high authorities, call that water, 
of which a person is born again, the water or bath of 
regeneration? . . . Hence, the necessity of being 

buried with Christ in water, that he may be bom of 
water, that he may enjoy the renewal of the Holy 
Spirit, and be placed under the reign of favor.” (p. 
217.) “ Remission of sins, or coming into a state of 

acceptance, being one of the present immunities of the 
Kingdom of Heaven, can not be scripturally enjoyed 
by any person before immersion . . . cannot, in 
this life, be constitutionally enjoyed previous to im- 

These extracts teach, as strongly as language can 
teach, that water washes away sins, and that there can 
be no remission of sins, and consequently no salvation, 
except in the act of immersion in water. This would 
give the officiating minister greater power in conver¬ 
sion than the Lord Jesus Christ; for the Lord could 
not save one sinner until the preacher had immersed 
him for the remission of his sins. Can that be true 
scriptural teaching which exalts the servant so far 
above his Lord? The Lord (Matt. 10. 24-25) says, 
“ The disciple is not above his master, nor the servant 
above his lord. It is enough for the disciple that he 
be as his master, and the servant as his lord.” But 
this doctrine of Mr. Campbell gives the preacher a 
higher position and greater power in the remission of 
sins than his Lord, so that he could prevent the Lord 
saving a penitent by refusing to immerse him; there¬ 
fore it certainly is unscriptural. 

More than this, circumstances might, and have oc¬ 
curred, if this teaching be true, where it was impossi¬ 
ble for the Lord to save one truly penitent and anxious 
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to be saved. Take the case of that Mr. Kelly, near 
Wellsville, O., the account of which we gave in our 
discussion of the mode of baptism. In that instance 
both the administrator and the subject were willing 
and anxious to perform their duty; but, according to 
Mr. Campbell’s teaching, God had made a condition 
of salvation with which neither of them, though anx¬ 
iously willing, could comply. Now if immersion is 
so connected, in the plan of salvation, with the remis¬ 
sion of sins, that they cannot be remitted previous to 
its reception, then God cannot save the sinner before it 
is performed unless he sets aside the condition he him¬ 
self has commanded for the remission of sins. Would 
he require of his ministers and people duties and con¬ 
ditions that neither they nor he could perform and 
comply with? Who can believe any such nonsense? 
We have cited an actual case, in which the person was 
anxious to be immersed and saved; and the admin¬ 
istrator was equally anxious to perform the act but 
could not immerse him; and, as a consequence, God’s 
hands are so tied that he, too, is powerless, and this 
man must die unsaved, although he, and the minister, 
and God, were all anxious and eager for his salva¬ 
tion; and all because God had imposed a condition 
of salvation with which none of them could comply. 
Away with such teaching! How such facts explode 
immersion as the mode of baptism and the. condition of 
pardon 1 

But, they assure us, God could and would save him 
without immersion, but such an admission is death 
to them. This is what we believe; but, according 
to their teaching, God would have to set aside and 
ignore his own condition for the remission of sins. 
Would he make conditions of salvation, which would 
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place him where he could not save a sinner without 
setting them aside, and ignoring them altogether? 
What a reflection on his wisdom! How then could he 
hold us to their strict observance? Would not the 
preacher have the same privilege? If God did not re¬ 
quire immersion, but permitted baptism to be per¬ 
formed in any way desired or practicable under any 
circumstances, then no such difficulties and impossi¬ 
bilities would ever arise. Salvation only through im- 

We will now examine the proof-texts which, they 
claim, teach their doctrine, and see if their claim is well 
founded. The first one is, 

Mark 16.16: “He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be 
damned.” 

We will waive the fact that many learned men 
believe that this passage was not written by Mark, 
and that verses 9 to 20 have been added by a later 
hand, and are not found in some of the best old Greek 
manuscripts, and may not be genuine; and so will 
examine it as though undisputed authority. 

It is affirmed that the Lord here so plainly makes 
baptism one of the conditions of salvation, that it 
cannot be misunderstood or truthfully denied — that 
no one can be saved until this condition is complied 
with. Mr. Campbell, after stating (Chris. System, 
p. 225) that “ Peter says immersion saves us by cleans¬ 
ing the conscience from guilt,” adds, “Hence our 
Lord gave so much importance to immersion in giving 
the commission to convert the world — ‘He that be¬ 
lieves and is immersed shall be saved .'" We cannot 
accept this interpretation, because it proves too much, 
and is therefore incorrect, because it unchristianizes 
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and makes unsaved sinners of all the followers of the 
Lord Jesus Christ excepting those who have been im¬ 
mersed for the remission of their sins. They alone arc 
the saved ones, while all the rest are hopelessly lost. 

But those who accept this interpretation also rec¬ 
ognize as brethren in the Lord many who have not 
been immersed for the remission of their sins, and 
worship with them as brethren in Christian service, 
thus acknowledging that they are accepted of God. 
This recognition of us as brethren spoils their inter¬ 
pretation of this text for them; for, if we are their 
brethren, then are we saved and accepted of God. 
Then either baptism is not a condition, of salvation, 
or God, by saving us, approves of and accepts baptism 
when performed by affusion. 

They assert that baptism is declared to be one of the 
two conditions of salvation mentioned in this text — 
is for the remission of sins. But they recognize us 
as saved by uniting with us in Christian worship; 
therefore God has remitted our sins. But we have 
been baptized, some of us by pouring, others by 
sprinkling; therefore God, in saving us, accepts our 
baptism by affusion (pouring and sprinkling) as true 
and valid baptism. 

There is no way to avoid the conclusion; either bap¬ 
tism is not one of the conditions of salvation, or God 
approves of baptism by affusion. And if God is 
satisfied and accepts our baptism, why should they 
refuse ? We care not which horn of the dilemma they 
take; either one is death to their position; or they 
are guilty of great hypocrisy. 

God does not keep the believer in doubt as to his 
salvation and acceptance until the preacher has bap¬ 
tized him, by no means. I John 5.10 says, " He that 
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believeth on the Son of God hath the witness in him¬ 
self." Again, Rom. 8.16: “ The Spirit himself bear- 
eth witness with our spirit that we are the children 
of God.” 

God is not obliged to wait until the preacher bap¬ 
tizes us before he can save us and speak our sins 
forgiven. He would not jeopardize our salvation by 
devising a plan of redemption that would so place 
any man between him and us as to make it impossible 
for him to save us until that man consented. If God 
could not remit any man’s sins previous to his im¬ 
mersion by the preacher, the preacher, by refusing to 
immerse him, could send him to hell, and God would 
be powerless to prevent it and save him. Who can 
believe this? No, no; water baptism is not one of the 
conditions of salvation. Nowhere in the Scriptures 
does it read, “ He that believeth and is not baptised, 
shall not be saved.” No such teaching can be found 
. there. Nor does it anywhere read, “ He, that does 
not believe, shall not be baptised.” Search carefully, 
and you will find these statements strictly correct. 

We believe that the baptism of this proof-text is not 
water but Spirit baptism. A careful examination will 
show this to be the true meaning of this passage. 

On whom do we believe? On the Lord Jesus 
Christ. “He that believeth on the Lord Jesus Christ 
shall be saved.” What will he do to those who believe 
on him? Mark (1.8) says, “He shall baptize you 
with the Holy Ghost.” John (1.33) says, “ The same 
is he which baptizeth with the Holy Ghost.” Very 
well. When Jesus baptizes with the Holy Spirit, he, 
who receives it, is surely saved. Who can doubt this? 

Now let us supply what is understood, and what is 
scriptural teaching, and this text will read, " He, that 
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believeth on the Lord Jesus Christ, and is baptized 
with the Holy Spirit, shall be saved.” 

He that believeth on the Lord, and he that is 
baptized with the Holy Spirit, shall be saved, is scrip¬ 
tural teaching; and these statements are combined in 
the text under examination. 

He that does not believe on the Lord shall neither 
be baptized with the Holy Spirit, nor be saved; there¬ 
fore, “ he that believeth not shall be damned.” Bap¬ 
tism is not mentioned in the second clause of the text, 
which shows that " believe " is the condition by which 
all other blessings are secured, not believing loses all. 
But to ascribe such power and efficacy to water is a 
monstrous perversion of the Lord’s words, and is 
handling the word of God deceitfully. This text is a 
statement of facts, not a command. Our explanation 
of it is true and scriptural. 

Their next proof-text in favor of baptismal regener¬ 
ation is, John 3.5: “ Jesus answered, Verily, verily, 
I say unto thee, Except a man be born of water and of 
the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” 

This is their strongest passage in favor of baptismal 
regeneration; and, if it refers to water or ritual bap¬ 
tism, it does plainly so teach. 

But does the phrase, “bom of water” mean ritual 
baptism? Mr. Campbell is so sure that it does, that 
he (Chris. System, p. 209) says, “Being born again, 
and being immersed are the same thing.” (p. 210.) 
“ But when the act of being born is spoken of, then 
the water is introduced. Hence, before we come into 
the kingdom, we are born of water. The Spirit of 
God is the begetter, the gospel is the seed; and being 
thus begotten, and quickened, we are bom of the wa¬ 
ter. . . . Persons are begotten by the Spirit of 
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God, impregnated by the Word, and bom of the water. 
In one sense a person is born of his father; but not 
until he is first born of his mother. So in every place 
where water and the Spirit, or water and the Word, 
are spoken of, the water stands first. Every child is 
born of its father, when it is born of its mother. 
Hence the Savior put the mother first, and the apos¬ 
tles follow him. No other reason can be assigned for 
placing the water first.” (p.227.) “ Is a child in the 

same state after, as before its birth? Is not its state 
changed? And does it not live a new life? . . . 
Call immersion, then, a new birth, a washing of regen¬ 
eration, or a resurrection, and its meaning is the same. 
And when so denominated, it must import that change 
of state which is imported in putting on Christ, in be¬ 
ing pardoned, justified, sanctified, adopted, reconciled, 
saved, etc.” (p. 277.) “Hence, the necessity of being 
buried with . Christ in water, that he may be born of 
water, that he may enjoy the renewal of the Holy 
Spirit, etc.” 

Mr. Campbell’s explanation of this passage makes 
immersion in the water absolutely essential to salva¬ 
tion, and makes ritual baptism the saving ordinance; 
for there can be no living persons without a mother. 
A mother is absolutely essential to a family of chil¬ 
dren ; therefore God can have no children, be a Father 
to them and save them, not one, excepting those who 
have experienced the “ water birth.” 

More than this; this teaching makes the work of the 
preacher in this birth vastly more important than all 
that God can do; for no matter how perfectly God 
does his work of quickening the soul, there can be no 
birth nor any individual life whatever until the preach¬ 
er performs the water birth. 
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The idea is absurd; for, as a father can have no 
children to care for until the mother presents them 
to him, so God cannot have any children to save from 
their sins until the water mother presents them to him 
as her and his children. This raises water to an 
equality with God as the mother of his children 1 

Again, this teaching gives God the inferior place 
in this water birth or regeneration, for he cannot per¬ 
form the water birth to bring the child into spiritual 
life; but the preacher can; and he must do it, if done 
at all. If not done by the preacher, the sinner is hope¬ 
lessly lost, no matter how anxious God may be to 
save him; for, if “ born of water ” means immersion 
in water, then, unless this is done by the preacher, 
the believer in Jesus can not enter into the kingdom 
of God. This is all out of God’s hands altogether, and 
all in the preacher’s hands entirely, who can let him 
in by performing the water birth, or shut him hopeless¬ 
ly out by refusing to do it. 

Again, birth produces individual life. The Lord' 
tells us what life is produced by the birth of the Spirit, 
thus: "That which is born of the Spirit is spirit.” 

This is plain. But what life is produced by the 
birth of water? Has water any life to impart? Is it 
not perfectly unconscious? Every child receives its 
vitality directly from its mother, more remotely from 
its father. IVhat vitality or spiritual life does water 
impart to those put into it for only a moment? A 
mother has longer and more vital connection with her 
child than that. 

What folly! Water imparts no spirit life, for it 
has none to impart; but the Spirit can and does to all 
born of the Spirit, for he continually abides to vitalize 
the believer. 
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The Lord says, “ That which is bom of the flesh is 
flesh,” and water being only applied to the flesh, 
reaches the flesh only — accomplishes nothing more. 

Mr. Campbell and his followers teach that the 
“ Kingdom of God began on the day of Pentecost ”; 
and that we, when immersed for the remission of sins, 
then “ enter the kingdom.” But here a great diffi¬ 
culty arises. If Pentecost was the beginning of “ the 
kingdom of God,” the apostles never received this 
water birth after “ the kingdom ” began; therefore 
they could not “ enter into the kingdom,” had no spir¬ 
itual life, and were unsaved sinners, not having com¬ 
plied with the condition of pardon, which alone could 
permit them to enter. 

And the Lord used unborn, unsaved men to open, 
establish, and conduct persons into his kingdom, in 
which none but saved ones had a place. How absurd 1 

But, they inform us, the apostles received their wa¬ 
ter birth at the hands of John. What proof is there 
that John baptized them? If he did, it was not Chris¬ 
tian baptism, and had to be performed afterwards. 
(See Acts 19.1-6.) Besides, that was three years be¬ 
fore Pentecost, before “ the kingdom ” began. 

And now another difficulty confronts us. How 
could they be born into, and become members of, a 
kingdom that was not in existence at that time? 

More than this, no birth was ever effected by a 
momentary envelopment in anything — never . 

How absurd, then, the idea that a momentary sub¬ 
mersion in water produces a birth of water! No one 
was ever born that way. 

As we understand it, birth of water and birth of 
Spirit are two different things; but the teaching, 
we are now examining, mixes both together in hope- 
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less confusion, and the result is, a complete perversion 
of our Lord’s words to Nicodemus. 

Besides it is Roman Catholicism, and not Protestant¬ 
ism, because it places the priest between God and the 
people, and puts the greater power in the hands of 
the priest, who alone can perform the water birth, 
and give the sinner life, and bring him into “ the king¬ 
dom.” 

What, then, does this passage teach? Simply this, 
we must have a natural birth and a spiritual birth — a 
natural life and a spiritual life — that both are neces¬ 
sary to the complete enjoyment of “the kingdom of 

That the Lord means natural birth by the expression 
“ bom of water,” and spiritual birth by the expression 
“ bom of the Spirit,” is clearly shown by his own ex¬ 
planation, thus: “That which is.bom of the flesh 
is flesh; and that which is born of the Spirit is spirit “ 
(v. 6). What can be plainer? 

Does not the Lord here make his meaning so clear 
by explaining that “ born of the flesh ” in verse sixth 
expresses the idea of “ born'of water” in verse fifth? 

How any one could misunderstand him, and get the 
impression that he intended by the expression “ born of 
water ” to teach baptismal regeneration, is a mystery; 
especially when we remember there was no such ordi¬ 
nance at the time of this conversation as Christian 
baptism, as it was not instituted by the Lord until 
after his resurrection from the dead. We must re¬ 
member that when Nicodemus had this interview with 
Jesus, not one word of the New Testament was yet 
written, and not many of its truths had yet been de¬ 
clared to the people. All were still under the Jewish 
dispensation; Nicodemus and Jesus were both Jews, 
and the ceremonial law was still in full operation. 
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The principles of the new dispensation were little 
known, and none of its ordinances yet instituted. 
Why, then, should the Lord refer Nicodemus to the 
necessity of an ordinance which would have such far- 
reaching designs, before such an ordinance existed, 
and expect him to understand it without any explana¬ 
tion or mention of the ordinance whatever? Had he 
meant by the expression “ born of water ” Christian 
baptism, and that it was to be one of the steps neces¬ 
sary to be taken to secure spiritual regeneration, why 
did he not say so? On the contrary he makes no 
mention whatever of Christian baptism, or even refer¬ 
ence to it. The only explanation he makes of “ born 
of water” is, "That which is born of the flesh is 
flesh,” which can only mean natural birth which pro¬ 
duces individual life. This Nicodemus understood, 
and therefore it needed no further explanation; while 
the Lord proceeds to explain “born of the Spirit,” 
which he did not understand at all. 

The doctrine of regeneration by means of water 
would require, to be properly understood, explanation 
more explicitly than regeneration by the power of the 
Spirit of God. But as the Lord did not do this, it fol¬ 
lows conclusively that he meant nothing of the kind. 
Therefore “born of water” has no reference what¬ 
ever to the rite of Christian baptism; and those who 
so teach are guilty of a perversion of the true meaning 
of this text. 

The late Rev. J. W. Dale, D. D., one of the most 
learned divines of the Presbyterian Church, gives this 
explanation as his belief of the teaching of this pas¬ 
sage (Chris. Bap., p. 362, 363, 364, 365): “ Nicode¬ 
mus lived under the Jewish rites with the full obliga¬ 
tion to observe them. He did in fact so observe them. 
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He refused to accept John’s spiritual teaching which 
threw so deep a shadow over the rites he had valued. 
But his conscience was not at rest; and no multiplicity 
pf his water washings had brought to him peace. In 
this state of mind he comes for light to Jesus. . . . 
The Savior knowing all hearts, recognizes the mind 
of Nicodemus resting on ‘the water of purification’ 
in Judaism, and passes no condemnation on it; but 
he accepts it at its true value, a necessary Jewish ob¬ 
servance to enter the kingdom of God, and adds: how¬ 
ever right and valuable and necessary this may be to 
you, there is another necessity, more absolute, which 
you have rejected in rejecting the baptism of John — 
the baptisma metanoias eis a'phesin amartion, which is 
my baptism and which I baptize en Pncumati Agio 
by the Holy Spirit. This purifies the soul, reconciles 
to God and introduces into his everlasting kingdom. 
To be born of water and Spirit is for Nicodemus 
to be cleansed externally (Jewishly) and internally 
(by the Spirit); which means for all men that they 
must be completely cleansed, body and soul. . . . 
This language of the Savior must, therefore, be inter¬ 
preted under the ruling fact, that it was addressed to 
a Jew on whom the use of ritual water was obligatory 
and efficacious for the removal of ceremonial impurity; 
and to a Pharisee living under the ministry of John, 
whose preaching, that the higher and essential puri¬ 
fication of the Spirit was necessary in order to wel¬ 
come the Messiah and to enter into the kingdom of 
God, he most probably rejected. . . . Fleshly or¬ 
dinances produce fleshly results. The Divine Spirit 
brings forth the image of God. This passage has 
no direct reference to Christian baptism. It teaches 
specifically, the necessity for an outward and inward. 
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purification under Judaism, and generically, the neces¬ 
sity in every case for a complete purification ‘ to enter 
into the kingdom of God.’ ” 

Dr. Dale’s explanation is clear and to the point; 
and is far more probable and nearer the truth than 
this baptismal theory, against which we emphatically 
protest, because it is so unscriptural and misleading. 

Dr. Dale believes that “ born of water ” refers to the 
legal cleansings by the law, which recognized outward 
(or bodily) defilement, which excluded the unclean 
from the kingdom of God; and, that the Lord simply 
adds to it the gospel requirement, "'Ye must be born 
again ” — “ of the Spirit,” without which no one can 
truly “ enter into the kingdom of God.” Possibly this 
may be its true meaning. 

After all, in our opinion, "born of water” means 
natural birth or “ bom of the flesh ”; for there are only 
two births, of which we have any knowledge, which 
produce life, natural and spiritual birth. Then the 
true meaning of this passage is, “ Except a man be 
born naturally and spiritually he can not enter into 
the kingdom of God.” 

The next passage on which they rely is, 

Acts 2.38: “Then Peter said unto them, Repent, 
and be baptized every one of you in the name of 
Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall 
receive the gift of the Holy Ghost.” 

They assert that this passage positively teaches that 
remission of sins can only be granted in the act of 
Christian baptism. It will, therefore, require careful 
and critical examination to find its true teaching. 
The first thing we discover is that it is not accurately 
translated; and should read, “ Be baptized upon (not 
in) the name of Jesus Christ.” The word translated 
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in is epi, which means upon and not in. Besides, this 
translation brings baptizo and epi together, which Mr. 
Campbell says " can not be done." He (Bap., p. 153- 
154) says, “ I assert, then, that for some reason raino 
and e'pj agree together; but raino and en, or baptizo 
and epi, so perfectly disagree, as never to be found 
construed in amity in any Greek author, sacred or pro- 

In our authorized version baptizo and epi are con¬ 
strued together, which violates Mr. Campbell’s invari¬ 
able rule. Therefore, Mr. Campbell being witness, it 
is not correct to read, “ Be baptized upon the name of 
Jesus Christ ”; for Mr. Campbell (Bap., p. 134) says, 
“ Baptizo is never followed by epi.” 

Therefore something must be inserted between them 
in this text to separate them — something left to be 
supplied. More than this, some who advocate bap¬ 
tismal regeneration are not satisfied with the reading 
of our version, as the following shows. 

We quote from an article on Acts 2.38 published 
in The Christian Standard (Cincinnati), June 17, 
1871, signed "Bible Christian,” thus: “It may be 
taken for granted that there is something wrong in the 
interpretation of a passage, either positive or negative, 
when it fails to win general approval after thoughtful 
consideration. The correct interpretation of any pas¬ 
sage must first of all present a correct translation. 
Allow me to suggest one somewhat diverse from any 
which has yet been offered. It is as follows: ‘ Then 
said Peter unto them, Repent and be baptized every 
one of you (believing) up on the name of Jesus Christ, 
into the remission of sins, etc.’ In vindication of this 
translation it may be said: 

“1. ‘ Upon ’ is the radical meaning of epi, and it 
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must be so translated unless special reason can be 
shown to the contrary. But all the specialty of reason 
in the present case demands strict adherence to the 
radical meaning. . . . For the introduction of 
‘believing’ upon, we appeal to Acts 16.31, where, 
in reply .to a like inquiry, the answer is given, ‘ Believe 
upon (epi) the Lord Jesus Christ.’ The answer of 
Peter and Paul is substantially the same.” 

This article from which we quote was written by 
one of their own number and published in their church 
organ; and, though the paper was carefully read for 
some time after this, no objection or reply was made 
to it either by the editor or contributor. 

The author of that article is correct in his criticism. 
Something must be supplied to complete the sense 
(any thoughtful person can see that), but we would 
prefer inserting the word “ calling,” because it is the 
■word used by Peter in his sermon on this occasion. 

In verse 21 he says, “ And it shall come to pass, that 
whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall 
be saved.” What will save us? Peter answers, 
" Call upon the name of the Lord.” What will secure 
the remission of our sins ? Again he replies, " Call 
upon the name of the Lord.” Now we understand it, 
and can read the passage correctly (supplying what is 
omitted) thus: “ Repent, and be baptized every one 
of you, calling upon the name of Jesus Christ for the 

This is scriptural teaching, that remission of sins 
comes through the name of Jesus Christ, not through 
■water; and that we receive remission of our sins by 
calling upon that precious name. 

These passages prove it. Luke 24. 47: “ And that 
repentance and remission of sins should be preached 
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in his name among all nations, beginning at Jerusa¬ 
lem.” Here the Lord himself says that remission of 
sins is " in his name.” What can be stronger ? Again, 
Acts 22, 16: “And now why tarriest thou? arise and 
be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on the 
name of the Lord.” This passage teaches that sins are 
washed away while calling on the name of the Lord, 
and not by baptism. 

Acts 4, 12: “Neither is there salvation in any other: 
for there is none other name under heaven given 
among men, whereby we must be saved.” 

Water has no such power as the "name given under 
heaven among men.” The New Testament nowhere 
ascribes such power to water — no such teaching. 

Rom. io. 13: “For whosoever shall call upon the 
name of the Lord shall be saved." The name of Jesus 
is the only source from whence all our blessings flow; 
for the Lord himself (John 14. 14:) says, “ If ye shall 
ask anything in my name, I will do it.” 

And now we demand of the advocates of baptismal 
regeneration, that they produce from the Scriptures 
texts as strongly and as clearly ascribing remission of 
sins and salvation to water, as we have quoted to prove 
that these results follow from " calling upon the name 
of the Lord.” They never can do it. And we are sus¬ 
tained by the testimony of Mr. Campbell. He (Deb. 
with Rice, p. 436) says, “A saved man is one whose 
sins are pardoned. To say, then, that a sinner is saved, 
is equivalent to saying that he is pardoned.” Then, 
Mr. Campbell being witness, the statement of Peter 
and Paul, that “Whosoever shall call upon the name of 
the Lord shall be saved” is equivalent to saying that 
“his sins are pardoned.” 

We are also sustained in our exposition of this text 
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by the result given of the work of this day, thus: 
“Then they that gladly received his word, were bap¬ 
tized : and the same day there were added unto them 
about three thousand souls.” This is very clear. 

Paul said to the Philippian jailer, " Believe on the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved.” So they, 
believing the truths Peter preached, called upon the 
name of the Lord, were saved, their sins pardoned, 
which brought gladness of heart, and then were bap¬ 
tized. So the Scriptures everywhere teach. 

John i. 12-13: “But as many as received him, to 
them gave he power to become the sons of God, even to 
them that believe on his name: which were born, not of 
blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of 
man, but of God." John-3. 18: “ He that believetli on 
him is not condemned.” Believing removes condem¬ 
nation, and brings into Christ. Rom. 8. 1: “There is 
therefore now no condemnation to them which are in 
Christ Jesus.” 

John 6. 28-29 : “ Then said *ey unto him, What 
shall we do, that we might work the works of God? 
Jesus answered and said unto them, This is the work 
of God, that ye believe on him whom he hath sent.” 
This text plainly teaches that the work of God that we 
are to do is not water baptism, but to believe on Jesus. 
John 6. 47: “Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that 
believetli on me hath everlasting life." How plain 
this text, but no mention of water. 

1 John 4. 15: “Whosoever shall confess that Jesus 
is the Son of God, God dwelleth in him, and he in 
God" 

No water baptism here, for Paul (Rom. 10. 9-10) 
says, “ That if thou shalt confess with thy mouth the 
Lord Jesus, and shalt believe in thine heart that God 
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hath raised him from the dead, thou shall be saved. 
For with the heart man believeth unto righteousness: 
and with the mouth confession is made unto salvation.’’ 
How direct and plain this teaching; confession is made 
by the mouth, and believing is done with the heart unto 
righteousness and salvation, and not by the body in 

Again, I John 5. 1: “ Whosoever believeth that 
Jesus is the Christ is born of God." Here Mr. Camp¬ 
bell testifies again in our favor, thus (Chris. System, 
p. 212) : “ Remission of sins is as certainly granted to 
‘the born of God’ as life eternal, and deliverance from 
corruption, will be granted to the children of the resur¬ 
rection, when born from the grave.” 

This proves that a person is " born of God," when he 
believes “on the Lord Jesus Christ”; and he is not 
compelled to wait until man performs the water birth. 
1 John 5. 10: “ He that believeth on the Son of God 
hath the witness in himself." 

Immediately he receives the inward witness that he 
is saved, and he needs no outward ceremony to con¬ 
vince him that he is born of God. 

How clearly and powerfully the sinner is saved when 
he believes on the Son of God. Then he "has the 
witness in himself” that he “is bom of God”; for 
"the Spirit himself beareth witness with our spirit, 
that we are the children of God (Rom. 8.16:).” 

Once more, 1 John 5. 13: “These things have I 
written unto you that believe on the name of the Son of 
God; that ye may know that ye have eternal life, and 
that ye may believe on the name of the Son of God.” 
Here we are informed that this was written that we 
" may know that we have eternal life, when we believe 
on his name." 


280 CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 

The true scriptural teaching, then, is that the pardon 
of sins and the salvation of the soul are directly be¬ 
tween the sinner and God, and he needs no supple¬ 
mental act of any man to complete the work before 
God can save him. 

No true follower of Christ will deny the salvation 
and Christian life of pious Quakers, and yet they never 
practice water baptism, and do not believe in it at all. 
They recognize and accept only the baptism of the 
Holy Spirit, trusting in the real, and rejecting the sym¬ 
bol as unnecessary. Who would be so presumptuous 
as to exclude them from the kingdom of God, and 
hopelessly consign them to eternal perdition — “the 
perdition of ungodly men ” ? How different the case 
of Simon who was baptized by Philip. Acts 8. 13: 
“ Then Simon himself believed also, and when he was 
baptized, he continued with Philip, and wondered, be¬ 
holding the miracles and signs which were done.” 

Here the record states that Simon believed and 
was properly baptized by Philip, and yet with very 
poor results, as these words of Peter (verses 21-23.) 
show: " Thou hast neither part nor lot in this matter: 
for thy heart is not right in the sight of God. . . . 
For I perceive that thou art in the gall of bitterness, 
and in the bond of iniquity." What a sad commentary 
are Peter’s words on the doctrine that water baptism 
remits sins, and saves the sinner! How different this 
scriptural statement of Simon’s spiritual condition 
from Mr. Campbell’s teaching! He (Chris. System, 
p. 244.) says, “ But one thing we do know, that none 
can rationally and with certainty enjoy the peace of 
God, and the hope of heaven, but they who intelligent¬ 
ly, and in full faith are born of water, or immersed for 
the remission of their sins." 
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How Mr. Campbell’s teaching positively conflicts 
with the teaching of God’s word, which nowhere at¬ 
tributes any such virtue or efficacy to water. The 
Scriptures teach that all the virtue is in Christ and in 
his shed blood, thus; Rom. 3. 25: “ Whom God hath 
set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his 
blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of 
sins that are past, through the forbearance of God.” 
This is plain and conclusive. It is faith in the blood 
of Christ that secures remission of past sins, not man’s 
work of putting the sinner under the water. 

In proof of this we quote Matt. 26. 28: " For this is 
my blood of the new testament, which is shed for many 
for the remission of sins." It is the blood of Jesus 
that was shed for the remission of sins: water has no 
such power. The New Testament teaches no such 
thing. The song of the saved is (Rev. I. 5) : “Unto 
him that loved us, and washed us from our sins in his 
own blood." One more quotation, and our proof on 
this point is complete. Acts 10. 43: “ To him give all 
the prophets witness, that through his name, whoso¬ 
ever believeth in him shall receive remission of sins." 
This decides the question entirely in our favor; there¬ 
fore water baptism for the remission of sins is not the 
teaching of Acts 2. 38. 

The next text, claimed to teach baptismal regenera¬ 
tion, is Acts 22. 16: "And now why tarriest thou? 
arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling 
on the name of the Lord.” 

It is very strange that any one, while reading this 
text, should imagine that it taught baptismal regenera¬ 
tion ; for the baptising and the washing away sins arc 
two distinct and separate acts, as the reading of the 
passage shows, and not one and the same act. A lit- 
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eral translation reads: “ And now why tarriest thou ? 
standing up, baptize thyself, and wash away thy sins, 
calling on the name of the Lord.” 

Are we asked, Why translate, "Baptize thyself, 
and wash away thy sins ” ? We answer. Because the 
words baptisai and a'polousai are both in the middle 
voice, which represents the person acting on himself. 
Apolousai is so translated in our version, thus, 
“ Wash away thy sins ”; that is, Do it yourself. Bap¬ 
tisai, being in the same voice and tense, should also be 
translated, "Baptize thyself.” Are we asked. How 
could Saul baptize himself? We reply by asking, 
How could he wash away his own sins ? Could he not 
as easily do the one as the other? How could he do 
either or both? The text tells how it is done, thus: 
" Calling on the name of the Lord.” 

By so doing he would receive the baptism of the 
Holy Spirit, and at the same time the washing away 
of his sins. " Calling on the name of the Lord” se¬ 
cured for him the blessings promised in this text. 
Here are corroborating passages. Acts 3.6: " In the 
name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth rise up and walk.” 
Acts 3.16: “ And his name, through faith in his name, 
hath made this man strong, whom ye see and know: 
yea, the faith which is by him hath given him this 
perfect soundness in the presence of you all.” Acts 4. 
10: "Be it known unto you all, and to all the people 
of Israel, that by the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, 
whom ye crucified, whom God raised from the dead, 
even by him doth this man stand here before you 
whole.” 1 Cor. 6. 11: “And such were some of you: 
but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are 
justified in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the 
Spirit of our God.” Rev. 1.5: “ Unto him that loved 
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us, and washed us from our sins in his own blood." 
Also, Rev. 7. 14: “ These are they which came out of 
great tribulation, and have washed their robes, and 
made them white in the blood of the Lamb." It is the 
uniform teaching of God’s word, that the name and 
blood of Jesus, and the baptism of the Holy Spirit save 
us and fully prepare us for our heavenly home. This 
text then, instead of favoring baptismal regeneration, 
plainly teaches the blessed results of "calling on the 
name of the Lord ”; even the efficacy of his shed blood, 
and the baptism of the Holy Spirit. 

The next text, claimed to teach baptismal regenera¬ 
tion, is, Titus 3. 5-6: "Not by works of righteousness 
which we have done, but according to his mercy lie 
saved-us, by the washing of regeneration, and renew¬ 
ing of the Holy Ghost; which he shed on us abundant¬ 
ly through Jesus Christ our Savior.” 

It is passing strange, that this text should have ever 
been construed in favor of baptismal regeneration by 
water; for it positively rejects and excludes water bap¬ 
tism, by declaring that it is “not by works of righteous¬ 
ness which we have done"; that is, not by any man’s 
work, but it is what God does for us.. He saves us, by 
what he does. 

Our “ works of righteousness ” will not save us, but 
God “ sheds on us ” the Holy Spirit, which procures 
for us “ the washing of regeneration,” or the baptism 
of the Holy Spirit, and its renewing grace. It is the 
Spirit that regenerates and renews our spirits by being 
"shed or poured on us abundantly,” and not by man 
immersing our bodies in water. “ That which is bom 
of the flesh is flesh, and that which is bom of the Spirit 
is spirit." On the day of Pentecost Peter (Acts 2, 
33:) said: “ Therefore being by the right hand of 
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God exalted, and having received of the Father the 
promise of the Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this, 
which ye now see and hear.” 

In the passage in Titus, the apostle is showing how 
God saves ns through the operation of the Holy Spirit 
within us: the Spirit works within our hearts. Rom. 
5. 5: “ And hope maketh not ashamed; because the 
love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy 
Ghost which is given unto us.” 

How can any man accomplish all these things with 
water? Such a suggestion is shocking! 

The text teaches that it is all the work of God, 
through the operation of the' Holy Spirit. 

The last passage, claimed to teach this doctrine, is 
1 Peter 3. 21: “The like figure whereunto even baptism 
doth also now save us, (not the putting away of the 
filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience 
toward God,) by the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” 

From the wording of this text, it seems that Peter 
feared some would misunderstand him, as if he re¬ 
ferred to water baptism; and so he guarded his state¬ 
ment by excluding the outward ordinance in these 
words, “Not the putting away of the tilth of the flesh." 

Literally translated our text would read, " By which 
also the antitype baptism now saves us, not the putting 
away of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good 
conscience to God through the resurrection of Jesus 
Christ.” 

The baptism of our text is “ antitupon baptisma” 
the antitype baptism. Then there must be a type, of 
which this baptism is the antitype. 

What is the type of this baptism? It is the salvation 
of Noah and his family by water, thus: “ Wherein few, 
that is, eight souls were saved by water; by which also 
the antitype baptism now saves us, etc.” 
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We must first find how Noah and his family “ were 
saved by water,” before we can understand the antitype 
baptism by which we are saved. 

How, then, were Noah and his family "saved by 
water”? By going into it? Did they go into the 
water of the flood to be saved from drowning? They 
were not in the water at all. All that were in the 
water, were drowned, not saved. Noah and his fam¬ 
ily were saved by going into something that kept them 
out of the water— went into the ark. 

And the water, by exerting its buoyant power, float¬ 
ed the ark, and saved them by keeping it and them 
above the water. Being in the ark enabled the water 
to save them by keeping them out of it. Had they 
been in the water, they would have been drowned. 

Then, in this baptism that saves us, we should not 
be taken into the water, but kept out of it. 

Going into the water would not be an antitype or 
"like figure” at all. Nor should water be used as 
the saving power in both type and antitype. Any 
cause is hard pressed which resorts to such false rea¬ 
soning. 

If water saved Noah’s family by means of the ark, 
and is a figure or type of our salvation, then something 
besides water saves us. 

What saves us? Peter says, “ The antitype baptism 
now saves us.” What is this antitype baptism, and 
how does it save us? By examining the type or figure 
we will better understand the antitype. 

Water and the ark together saved Noah’s family in 
the type. In the antitype it is the blood of Christ (of 
which water is the type), and Christ himself (of which 
the ark is the type), by which we are saved —saved 
from sin and everlasting death. 
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Wonderful salvation! Now saved from sin through 
Christ and his blood we have " the ansiver of a good 
conscience toward God.” 

It is the blood of Christ, not water, that washes 
away our sins, reaches the conscience, and then enables 
it to answer back to God. 

So the Scriptures teach as these texts will prove. 
Heb. to. 22: " Let us draw near with a true heart in 
full assurance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled 
from an evil conscience, and our bodies washed with 
pure water.” Once more, Heb. 9. 13-14: “For if the 
blood of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of a heifer 
sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of 
the flesh; how much more shall the blood ot Christ, 
who through the eternal Spirit offered himself without 
spot to God, purge your conscience from dead works to 
serve the living God?” 

It will be noticed in these texts that the cleansing 
and purging were performed by sprinkling, and that 
that is God’s method in the purification of sinners, and 
their preparation for the reception of all his blessings, 
even eternal life. 

O! the cleansing power of Jesus’ blood 1 

It reaches the heart, purges the conscience, and saves 
from sin — “ saves us.” 

This text, then, neither teaches baptismal regenera¬ 
tion, nor immersion as the mode of baptism, neither in 
type nor antitype. 

The figure for us is not the antediluvians who were 
immersed in the water, and consequently drowned, but 
Noah’s family (the saved ones) who were saved, be¬ 
cause they were in the ark which kept them out of the 

This proof-text plainly teaches that our salvation is 
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only through Christ and his atoning blood. And this 
is the invariable teaching of the New Testament. 

We have now carefully and fully examined the 
strongest proof-texts claimed to teach baptismal regen¬ 
eration, and have shown that the doctrine requiring 
a sinner to be immersed in water by the preacher before 
God can forgive his sins and save him is unscrip- 
tural, misleading, and dangerous, and it should be un¬ 
relentingly opposed by all believers in the truth. 

Certainly Paul taught no such doctrine, as this text 
proves: I Cor. I. 14-17: “ I thank God that I baptised 
none of you but Crispus and Gaius, lest any should say 
that I had baptized in mine own name. And I bap¬ 
tized also the household of Stephanes; besides, I know 
not whether I baptised any other. For Christ sent me 
not to baptize, but to preach the gospel.” 

Very strange language for an inspired apostle to 
utter, if no one could be pardoned and saved, pre¬ 
vious to his baptism! 

Paul, what did you mean by saying, “Christ sent 
me not to baptize, but to preach the gospel ?” 

Did you not know that baptism must precede the re¬ 
mission of sins, and that sinners could not be pardoned 
previous to its reception? 

He went from place to place, bringing souls to 
Christ, organizing and establishing new churches, and 
yet he thanked God that he had only baptized 0 few 
persons. All this is inexplicable, if baptism is so 
essential to pardon and salvation. 

His manner of organizing churches was very dif¬ 
ferent from those, who place baptism before pardon 
and remission of sins; for they invariably present it as 
the first and greatest thing to be done, and urge its 
immediate reception by the penitent as the great act of 
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obedience and faith by which he will “ put on Christ,” 
and obtain remission of sins. Then they boast of the 
number they have immersed. How very different this 
from the spirit and practice of Paul! 

He gives haptism no such importance, but his words 
place it among the non-essentials as plainly as language 

Shall we be told that he committed this work to other 
hands? If we grant that he did, still his statement 
places baptism in the back-ground altogether, and 
teaches that it is not one of the conditions of pardon. 
This passage will admit of no other construction. 

But, we are asked, why is baptism mentioned in the 
same passages with the remission of sins? 

We answer, For the same reason that the bread and 
wine of the Lord’s Supper are mentioned in the same 
passages with the body and blood of the Lord Jesus 
Christ. Matt. 26. 26-28: says: “And as they were 
eating, Jesus took bread, and blessed it, and brake it, 
and gave it to the disciples, and said, Take, eat; this 
is my body. And he took the cup, and gave thanks, 
and gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all of it; for this 
is my blood of the new testament, which is shed for 
many for the remission of sins.” Here the Lord posi¬ 
tively declares that the “ bread is my body,” and the 
wine "is my blood which is shed for you,” etc. 

Who misunderstand this language of the Lord, and 
ascribe undue importance and virtue to the bread and 
wine of the Lord’s Supper? None but Roman Catho¬ 
lics. Who misunderstand the language of the New 
Testament and ascribe undue importance and virtue to 
the water of baptism? The followers of Alexander 
Campbell. And their blunder is worse than that of the 
Papists; for the language in regard to the water of 
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baptism is not near so strong as it is concerning the ele¬ 
ments of the Lord’s Supper. 

The question is not, Is baptism connected with salva¬ 
tion and remission of sins in any way: but is it so 
connected and commanded as a condition of pardon, 
that God can not pardon a sinner in any other way, or 
at any other time, or by any other means? That is, 
can not God pardon a sinner until the preacher has put 
him into and under the water? Briefly stated, the 
question is, Can God pardon and save a sinner previous 
to his baptism? If he can and does, then the teach¬ 
ing, that a penitent must receive baptism before he can 
receive the remission of his sins, is untrue. 

Then, what is the design of baptism? What does 
it represent and teach? We answer, It symbolizes the 
work of the Holy Spirit in renewing and cleansing the 
believer’s heart by the application of the blood of Jesus. 
It is the sign or token of our spiritual relation to him 
— an outward sign of an inward work; and, as such, 
is significant and important. As the Lord’s Supper 
symbolizes or shows the death of Christ, as Paul de¬ 
clares (i Cor. ii. 26), “For as often as ye eat this 
bread and drink this cup, ye do show the Lord’s death 
till he come ”; so water baptism symbolizes or shows 
the work of the Holy Spirit in our hearts. 

This is so plainly the teaching of the New Testa¬ 
ment that it is surprising that Mr. Campbell and his 
followers should have so wildly blundered in regard to 
the design of ritual baptism. 

Spirit baptism is the real, and water baptism is 
its symbol. This, as we shall see, is the teaching of 
John the Baptist, Christ, and the apostles. 

Matt. 3. 11: “I indeed baptize you with water unto 
repentance: but he that cometh after me is mightier 
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than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear: he shall 
baptize you with the Holy Ghost, and with fire.” 
Mark I. 8: “I indeed have baptized you with water: 
but he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost.” Even 
in the case of our Lord one accompanied the ether, 
thus: Matt. 3. 16: " And Jesus, when he was baptized, 
went up straightway out of the water: and, lo, the 
heavens were opened unto him, and he saw the Spirit 
of God descending like a dove, and lighting upon him.” 

But John (John 1. 31-34:) says, “And I knew him 
not: but he that sent me to baptize with water, the 
same said unto me, Upon whom thou shalt see the 
Spirit descending, and remaining on him, the same is 
he which baptizeth with the Holy Ghost. And I saw, 
and bare record that this is the Son of God.” 

Thus we see that one symbolizes the other, even 
from the beginning of John’s work. And this is the 
teaching of the Lord himself. Acts I. 5: “For John 
truly baptized with water; but ye shall be baptized 
with the Holy Ghost not many days hence.” So 
taught Peter on the day of Pentecost. Acts 2. 38: 
" Then Peter said unto them. Repent, and be baptized 
every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the 
remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the 
Holy Ghost.” 

Acts io. 44-48: “ While Peter yet spake these 
words, the Holy Ghost fell on all them which heard 
the word. And they of the circumcision which be¬ 
lieved were astonished, as many as came with Peter, 
because that on the Gentiles also was poured out the 
gift of the Holy Ghost. For they heard them speak 
with tongues and magnify God. Then answered 
Peter, Can any man forbid water, that these should not 
be baptized, which have received the Holy Ghost as well- 
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as we? And he commanded them to be baptized in the 
name of the Lord.” Acts II. 15-17: “And as I began 
to speak, the Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us at the 
beginning. Then remembered I the word of the Lord, 
how that he said, John indeed baptized with water, but 
ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost. Foras¬ 
much then as God gave them the like gift as he did 
unto us, who believed on the Lord Jesus Christ, what 
was I, that I could withstand God.” 

Thus the two are kept closely associated, showing 
that the one symbolized the other. Paul teaches the 
same. Acts 19. 1-7: “And it came to pass, that, while 
Apollos was at Corinth, Paul having passed through 
the upper coasts, came to Ephesus; and finding certain 
disciples, he said unto them, Have ye received the 
Holy Ghost since ye believed? And they said unto 
him, We have not so much as heard whether there be 
any Holy Ghost. And he said unto them, Unto what 
then were ye baptized? And they said, Unto John’s 
baptism. Then said Paul, John verily baptized with 
the baptism of repentance, saying unto the people, that 
they should believe on him which should come after 
him, that is, on Christ Jesus. When they heard this, 
they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. 
And when Paul had laid his hands upon them, the 
Holy Ghost came on them; and they spake with 
tongues and prophesied. And all the men were about 
twelve.” 

If the two baptisms are not thus associated with each 
other, why did Paul, in his question to the brethren at 
Ephesus, speak of the two as if one depended on the 
other? Why did he ask, when they informed him that 
they had never heard of the Holy Spirit, " Unto what 
then were ye baptized”? This whole account 
shows that the two are associated together, and that 
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the one symbolizes the other; and that water baptism 
is of very little account without the baptism of the 
Holy Spirit. This follows necessarily, because one is 
only a symbol, while the other is the real baptism. 

May we all receive it! 

And because the Scriptures plainly teach that the 
design of water baptism is to symbolize the work of 
the Holy Spirit in the hearts of God’s children, all 
evangelical Churches require compliance with the ordi¬ 
nance of Christian baptism of all who apply for mem¬ 
bership in them. All must publicly and outwardly con¬ 
fess the great inward work of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit. 

Paul also teaches that Spirit baptism is the seal 
of our heirship in Christ, and he declares that there is 
only one baptism which seals us unto the day of re- 
. demption, thus: Eph. 1.13-14: “ In whom ye also trust¬ 
ed, after that ye heard the word of truth, the gospel of 
your salvation: in whom also, after that ye believed, 
ye were sealed with that Holy Spirit of promise, which 
is the earnest of our inheritance until the redemption 
of the purchased possession unto the praise of his 
glory.” Also Eph. 4. 3-6: “ Endeavoring to keep the 
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. There is 
one body, and one Spirit, even as ye are called in one 
hope of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one bap¬ 
tism, one God and Father of all, who is above all, and 
through all, and in you all.” Eph. 4. 30: “And 
grieve not the Holy Spirit of God, whereby ye are 
sealed unto the day of redemption.” 

“ Here’s my heart, O take and seal it; 

Seal it for thy courts above.” 

The baptism of the Holy Spirit is the inward seal of 
our righteousness and acceptance with God; there- 
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fore water baptism can only be the outward sign of 
this inward work; for one is the work of God, the 
other the work of man. The followers of Mr. Camp¬ 
bell have made a sad mistake. In making so much ado 
over, and magnifying, an outward ordinance they have 
overlooked, if not altogether lost sight of, the real and 
inward work of the Holy Spirit in the hearts of God’s 
true children. 

What a pity that any one should so magnify the out¬ 
ward ordinances at the expense of the inward spiritual 
operations in the heart, by which alone we can truly 
enter the kingdom of God. 

“ That which is born of the flesh is flesh; and that 
which is born of the Spirit is spirit." 

What all so really need is, “ Not the putting away 
of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good con¬ 
science toward God.” 

As an ordinance of the Church water baptism is a 
duty all must comply with to show the world their faith 
in, and their obedience to, Christ, but not a condition 
of salvation which must precede the remission of sins. 
The condition of salvation is, (Acts 16.31) ; “ Believe 
on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved, and 
thy house.” The Scriptures declare that, “He that 
believeth not, shall be damned”; but nowhere do they 
say, “ He, that is not baptised, shall be damned ” — no¬ 
where. 

Therefore water baptism is not essential to salvation. 
It does not, can not, remit sins. Only the blood of 
Christ through the operation, of the Holy Spirit can 
accomplish this. Therefore the design of the ordi¬ 
nance is simply to symbolize by an outward action this 
cleansing of the soul by the washing of regeneration. 
God grant that we may possess the real, while we 
obediently receive the symbol. 





PART THIRD. 

THE SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM. 

Who may be baptized? This is a very important 
question; for, while all agree that believing adults are 
proper subjects of baptism, some deny that infants 
are, and claim that it is unscriptural and wicked to 
baptize them. 

What are the facts in the case? To the Scriptures 
we must go in search of them, for there alone can they 
be found, and the question answered. 

To the word of God, then, we fearlessly appeal, af¬ 
firming that it teaches that infants may and should be 
baptized; and we ask a careful and candid considera¬ 
tion of the facts and arguments we present, for we 
shall prove our affirmation. Let this statement be 
remembered. 

Our first argument, to prove our affirmation, is, 

L The Church of Christ was organized in the cove¬ 
nant with Abraham, and shall continue to the end of 

The Church of Christ is divided into two parts, the 
invisible and the visible. 

The invisible Church includes all God’s people; all 
whose “ names are written in heaven.” 

The visible Church (ekklesia in the New Testament) 
is “ any body of people separated from the world for 
the service of God, with divinely appointed ordinances 
and services.” 
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When did this visible Church begin? 

We affirm that it began with the Abrahamic cove¬ 
nant, and call attention to the proof. 

God appeared to Abram in Ur of the Chaldees, and 
called him to. leave his home and people and serve the 
Lord only, and he would be his God. Abram believed, 
obeyed, and sojourned in the land of promise. God 
entered into covenant relation with him and his seed 
forever, which included all God’s people to the end of 
time, because it embraced the atonement of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, and was to be ratified by his blood, as 
Paul teaches (Gal. 3. 29:), “ And if ye be Christ’s, 
then are ye Abraham’s seed,' and heirs according to the 
promise." 

This covenant was established by placing upon him 
and Kis male descendants (in their infancy) an out¬ 
ward and visible mark or token, viz: circumcision. 
Gen. 12. 1-3: “ Now the Lord had said unto Abram, 
Get thee out of thy country, and from thy kindred, 
and from thy father’s house, unto a land that I will 
shew thee: and I will make of thee a great nation, and 
I will bless thee, and make thy name great; and thou 
shalt be a blessing: And I will bless them that bless 
thee, and curse! him that curseth thee: and in thee 
shall all the families of the. earth be blessed.” Again, 
Gen. 13. 14-16: “And the Lord said unto Abram, 
after that Lot was separated from him, Lift up now 
thine eyes, and look from the place where thou art 
northward, and southward, arid eastward, and west¬ 
ward: for all the land .which thou seest, to thee will 
I give it, and to thy seed forever. And I will make 
thy seed as the dust of the earth: so that if a man can 
number the dust of the earth, then shall thy seed also 
be numbered.” 
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Gen. 15. 5-6: "And he brought him forth abroad, 
and said, Look now toward heaven, and tell the stars, 
if thou be able to number them: and he said unto him. 
So shall thy seed be. And he believed in the Lord; 
and he counted it to him for righteousness." 

Thus the Lord led him on, making him rich prom¬ 
ises, which he unhesitatingly believed, and thus was 
made righteous. Then the Lord entered into a cove¬ 
nant with him,.which was made complete in Gen. 17. 
1-14: And when Abram was ninety years old and 

nine, the Lord appeared to Abram, and said unto him, 
I am. the Almighty God; walk before me, and be thou 
perfect. - And I will make my covenant bctioeen me 
and thee, and will multiply thee exceedingly. And 
Abram fell .on his face: and God talked with him, say¬ 
ing, As for me, behold, my covenant is with thee, and 
thou shalt be a father of many nations. Neither shall 
thy name any more be called Abram, but thy name 
shall be Abraham; for a father of many nations 
have I made thee. And I will make thee exceedingly 
fruitful, and I will make nations of thee, and kings 
shall come out of thee. And I will establish my cove¬ 
nant between me and thee and thy seed after thee in 
their generations, for an everlasting covenant, to be a 
God unto thee and to thy seed after thee. And I will 
give unto thee and to thy seed after thee, the land 
wherein thou art a stranger, all the land of Canaan, for 
an everlasting possession; and I will be their God. 
And God said unto Abraham, Thou shalt keep my 
covenant therefore, thou, and thy seed after thee in 
their generations. This is my covenant, which ye 
shall keep, between me and you and thy seed after thee; 
Every man-child among you shall be circumcised. 
And ye shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin, and 
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it shall be a token of the covenant betwixt me and you. 
And he that is eight days old shall be circumcised 
among you, every man-child in your generations, he 
that is born in the house, or bought with money of any 
stranger, which is not of thy seed. He that is bom in 
thy house, and he that is bought with thy money, must 
needs be circumcised: and my covenant shall be in 
your flesh for an everlasting covenant. And the un- 
circumcised man-child whose flesh of his foreskin is 
not circumcised, that soul shall be cut off from his peo¬ 
ple; he hath broken my covenant." Then the Lord, 
after testing Abraham’s faith by asking him to offer 
his only son in sacrifice, repeated his covenanted 
promise, thus: Gen. 22. 15-18: “And the Angel of the 
Lord called unto Abraham out of heaven the second 
time, and said, By myself have I sworn, saith the 
Lord, for because thou hast done this thing, and hast 
not withheld thy son, thine only son, that in blessing I 
will bless thee, and in multiplying I will multiply thy 
seed as the stars of the heaven, and as the sand which 
is upon the sea shore; and thy seed shall possess the 
gate of his enemies; and in thy seed shall all the na¬ 
tions of the earth be blessed; because thou hast obeyed 
my voice.” 

Though now repeated, God made only one covenant 
with Abraham, but made several with the children of 
Israel. The Scriptures never speak of covenants with 
Abraham, but invariably use the word covenant then. 
When the plural word is used, the reference is to God’s 
dealings with the Jewish nation. And these covenants 
were supplementary to the Abrahamic covenant, and 
were to pass away with the Jewish dispensation. 

Then God repeats and confirms the covenant with 
Abraham to his son, Isaac, thus: Gen. 26. 3-4: “So- 
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journ in this land, and I will be with thee, and bless 
thee; for unto thee, and unto thy seed, I will give all 
these countries, and I will perform the oath which I 
sware unto Abraham thy father; and I will make thy 
seed to multiply as the stars of heaven, and will give 
unto thy seed all these countries, and in thy seed shall 
all the nations of the earth be blessed." 

He repeats the same to Jacob, thus: Gen. 28. 13-14: 
" I am the Lord God of Abraham thy father, and the 
God of Isaac; the land whereon thou liest, to thee will 
I give it, and to thy seed; and thy seed shall be as the 
dust of the earth; and thou shalt spread abroad in the 
west, and to the east, and to the north, and to the 
south: and in thee and in thy seed shall all the fam¬ 
ilies of the earth be blessed." 

The Abrahamic covenant is wonderful in this,— 
nothing like it before between God and man, and noth¬ 
ing so far-reaching in its plans and results. To Abra¬ 
ham, God said, referring to the sacrificial work of 
Christ, “ And in thy seed shall all the nations of the 
earth be blessed.” 

And Paul explains to his brethren the results of the 
Abrahamic covenant, thus: “ And if ye be Christ’s, 
then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to tire 
promise.” And Peter, on the day of Pentecost says to 
the people, “For the promise is unto you, and to your 
children (or seed).” In this covenant God separates, 
for his service, Abraham and his family and people 
from the world, putting upon them the mark of cir¬ 
cumcision as a sign or token of that divine separation. 
This was not simply for Abraham and his family, or 
the Jewish nation alone, but it was the visible begin¬ 
ning of the Church of Christ, which would continue 
to the end of time. 
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Of course changes would necessarily be made during 
the development of the Lord’s work in the different 
dispensations. 

Do the writers of the New Testament recognize the 
Abrahamic covenant and its principles and ’promises 
as the basis and as a part of the Church in the new 
dispensation? We will hear Paul’s testimony. Rom. 
4- 3' z 5 : “For what saith the Scripture? Abraham 
believed God, and it was counted unto him for right¬ 
eousness. Now to him'that worketh is the reward not 
reckoned ol grace, but of debt. But to him that work¬ 
eth not, but : believeth on him that justifieth the un¬ 
godly, his faith is counted for righteousness. Even as 
David also describeth the blessedness of the man, unto 
whom God imputeth righteousness without works, say¬ 
ing, Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and 
whose sins are covered? Blessed is the man to whom 
the Lord will not impute sin. Cometh this blessed¬ 
ness then upon the circumcision only, or upon the un¬ 
circumcision also? for we say that faith was reckoned 
to Abraham for righteousness. How was it then 
reckoned? When he was in circumcision or in un- 
circumcision? Not in circumcision, but in uncircum- 

“And he received the sign of circumcision, a seal of 
the righteousness of the faith which he had yet being 
uncircumcised; that he might be the father of all them 
that believe, though they be not circumcised; that 
righteousness might be imputed unto them also: and 
the father of. circumcision to them who are not of the 
circumcision only, but who' also walk in the steps of 
that faith of our father Abraham, which he had being 
yet uncircumcised. For the promise, that he should be 
the heir of the world, was not to Abraham, or to his 
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seed, through the law, but through the righteousness of 
faith. For if they which are of the law be heirs, faith 
is made void, and the promise made of none effect: 
because the law worketh wrath: for where no law is, 
there is no transgression. Therefore it is of faith, that 
it might be by grace; to the end the promise might be 
sure to all the seed; not to that only which is of the 
law, but to that also which is of the faith of Abraham; 
who is the father, of us all. (As it is written, I have 
made thee a father of many nations,) before him whom 
he believed, even God, .wild“quickeneth the dead, and 
calleth those things which be not as though they were: 
Who against hope believed in'hope,'that he might be¬ 
come the father of many nations, according to that 
which was spoken, So shall thy seed be. And being not 
weak in faith he considered not his own body now 
dead, when he was about a hundred years old. He stag¬ 
gered not at the promise of God through unbelief; but 
was strong in faith, giving glory to God; and being 
fully persuaded that what he had 'promised, he was 
able also to perform. And therefore it was imputed 
to him for righteousness. Now it was not written for 
his sake alone, that it was imputed to him; but for us 
also, to whom it shall be imputed, if we believe on 
him that raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead ; who 
was delivered, for our offences, and was raised again 
for our justification.” , •• 

What can be clearer and more conclusive than this 
interpretation of the benefits’ of the Abrahamic cove¬ 
nant to us through the Lord Jesus Christ; not through 
the law, nor by works, blit through the.-righteousness 
of faith, which made Abraham “the father of its all." 

In this explanation Paul squarely plants the Church 
of Christ (even of the new dispensation) upon the 
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Abrahamic covenant, and makes us of the Christian 
Church the heirs of the promise it contains. 

But this covenant was the one especially dear to 
the Jewish (or Old Testament) Church, as this quota¬ 
tion shows, i Chron. 16. 15-17: “ Be ye mindful al¬ 
ways of his covenant; the word which he commanded 
to a thousand generations; even of the covenant which 
he made with Abraham, and of his oath unto Isaac, 
and hath confirmed the same to Jacob for a law, and 
to Israel for an everlasting covenant.” , 

This proves that the Jewish Church stood and de¬ 
pended solely upon the Abrahamic covenant, com¬ 
pletely ignoring all other covenants. 

And it is upon this same covenant that the Chris¬ 
tian Church rests, as this quotation shows; Heb. 6. 
12-20: “That ye be not slothful, but followers of them 
who through faith and patience inherit the promises. 
For when God made promise to Abraham, because he 
could sware by no greater, he sware by himself, saying, 
Surely blessing I will bless thee, and multiplying I will 
multiply thee. And so, after he had patiently endured, 
he obtained the promise. For men verily swear by 
the greater, and an oath for confirmation is to them an 
end of all strife. Wherein God, willing more abund¬ 
antly to show unto the heirs of promise the immuta¬ 
bility of his counsel, confirmed it by an oath: that by 
two immutable things, in which it was impossible for 
God to lie, we might have a strong consolation, who 
have fled for refuge to lay hold upon the hope set be¬ 
fore us: which hope we have as an anchor of the soul, 
both sure and steadfast, and which entereth into that 
within the vail; whither the forerunner is for us en¬ 
tered, even Jesus, made a high priest for ever after the 
order of Melchisedec.” 
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Here the apostle positively declares that “ we (the 
Christian Church) are the heirs of promise," for whom 
(with the Jewish Church) the Abrahamic covenant 
was made; and our hope of heaven depends upon 
God’s promise in that covenant, which he made doubly 
sure to them and us by confirming it with his oath, 
which shall stand for ever. 

And Peter declares the same fact in Acts 3. 25-26: 
" Ye are the children of the prophets, and of the cove¬ 
nant which God made with our fathers, saying unto 
Abraham, And in thy seed shall all the kindreds of the 
earth be blessed. Unto you first God, having raised up 
his Son Jesus, sent him to bless you, in turning away 
every one of you from his iniquities.” What could be 
more convincing and conclusive? We must bear in 
mind that this was uttered after the day of Pentecost, 
and the Christian Church is already in operation; and 
the Jews by accepting Christ would become his follow¬ 
ers, and be identified with and enjoy all the blessings 
of the new dispensation. Peter urges them to do so 
on the ground of their being the children of the Abra¬ 
hamic covenant, and informs them that for this very 
reason God sent his Son unto them first "to bless them’’ 
and "turn them from their iniquities.” 

But it is claimed that circumcision was not a relig¬ 
ious rite, but a national distinction or token; and was 
not of Abraham but of Moses. 

We reply, This statement is untrue. Stephen af¬ 
firms that God gave it to Abraham; Acts 7.8: “ And 
God gave him the covenant of circumcision; and so 
Abraham begat Isaac, and circumcised him the eighth 
day; and Isaac begat Jacob; and Jacob begat the 
twelve patriarchs.” And Jesus (John 7.22) says, 
“ Moses therefore gave unto you circumcision; (not 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


because it is of Moses, but of the fathers).” Circum¬ 
cision then was not simply a Mosaic or Jewish institu¬ 
tion, but erSy 1 Christian; for Paul (Rom. 15.8-9) says, 
“Now I say that Jesus Christ was a minister of the 
circumcision for the truth of God, to confirm the prom¬ 
ises made unto the fathers: and that the Gentiles might 
glorify God for his mercy.” This plainly states that 
Christ was in the Abrahamic covenant of circumcision, 
that the Gentiles might with the Israelites share in 
the promises and blessings of that covenant. How 
plain and clear! So we see that the gospel dispensa¬ 
tion is but the unfolding and enlarging of the Abra¬ 
hamic covenant, as Peter declared on the day of Pente¬ 
cost (Acts 2.39), " For the'promise is unto you, and 
to your children, and to all that are afar off, even as 
many as the Lord our God shall call.” . 

In this statement Peter by the authority of the Holy 
Spirit renews the Abrahamic covenant, and declares its 
far-reachmg results, so that, instead of ceasing with 
the Jewish dispensation, it was to be so enlarged in the 
gospel dispensation that the Gentiles might enjoy 
the fulness of its blessings; so that Paul could say 
unto them, “ And if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abra¬ 
ham’s seed, and heirs according to the promise." What 
promise? 

The promise contained in the Abrahamic covenant. 
How nearly do Peter’s words correspond to those of 
God to Abraham in the covenant of circumcision, 
“And in thee arid in thy seed shall dll the nations of the 
earth be blessed." . 

Yes, “the promise” of the Abrahamic covenant “is 
unto you, and "to your children, arid, to all that are afar 
off" — even Gentiles. 

But it is affirmed that the repeal of the Abrahamic 
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covenant is declared in Heb. 8.6-13: “But now 
bath he obtained a more excellent ministry, by how 
much also he is the mediator of a better covenant, 
which was established upon better promises. For if 
that first covenant had been faultless, then should no 
place have been sought for the second. For finding 
fault with them; he saith, Behold, the days come, saith 
the Lord, when I will make a new covenant with the 
house of Israel and with the house of Judah: not ac¬ 
cording to the covenant that I made with their fathers, 
in the day when I took them by the hand to lead them 
out of the land of Egypt; because they continued not 
in my covenant, and I regarded them not, saith the 
Lord. For this is the covenant that I will make with 
the house of'Israel after those days, saith the Lord; 

I will ptit my laws into their mind, and write them in 
their hearts : and I will be to them a God, and they 
shall be to ine a people: and they shall not teach every 
man his neighbor, and every man his brother, saying. 
Know the. Lord: for all shall know me from the least 
to the greatest. For I will be merciful to their un¬ 
righteousness, and their sins and their iniquities will 
I remember no more. In that he saith, A new cov¬ 
enant, he hath made the first old. Now that which , 
dccayeth and waxeth old is ready to vanish away." 

We reply, This quotation declares that this cove¬ 
nant, which is to "grow old and vanish away,” is “the 
covenant he made with their fathers in the day when; 
he look them by the hand to lead them out of the land 1 ■ 
of Egypt ”; which has no reference whatever to the 
Abrahamic covenant. 

A cause must be hard pressed when its advocates 
have to resort to misrepresentation to sustain it. Be¬ 
sides this passage is a quotation from Jer. 31.31-34. 
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which affirms the repeal of the Sinaitic covenant, as 
any one can see by reading it. 

But the apostle (Heb. 9.1-5) makes fuller explana¬ 
tion, thus: “ Then verily the first covenant had also 
ordinances of divine service, and a worldly sanctuary. 
For there was a tabernacle made; the first, wherein 
was the candlestick, and the table, and the shewbread; 
which is called the sanctuary. And after the second 
vail, the tabernacle which is called the holiest of all; 
which had the golden censer, and the ark of the cove¬ 
nant, overlaid round about with gold, wherein was the 
golden pot that had manna, and Aaron’s rod that bud¬ 
ded, and the tables of the covenant; and over it the 
cherubim of glory shadowing the mercy seat; of which 
we cannot now speak particularly.” This unmistak¬ 
ably proves that the covenant here under consideration 
is not the Abrahamic but the Mosaic, which was only 
a shadow of the former and of Christ; and conse¬ 
quently vanished at his coming. Paul makes the same 
explanation, thus, Gal. 3.13-19: “Christ hath re¬ 
deemed us from the curse of the law, being made 
a curse for us: for it is written, Cursed is every one 
that hangeth on a tree: That the blessing of Abraham 
might come on the Gentiles through Jesus Christ; that 
we might receive the promise of the S'pirit through 
faith. (Please read in this connection Acts 2.38-39.) 
Brethren, I speak after the manner of men, Though it 
be but a man’s covenant, yet if it be confirmed, no man 
disannulled, or addeth thereto. Now to Abraham 
and his seed were the promises made. He saith not, 
And to seeds, as of many; but as of one, And to thy 
seed, which is Christ. And this I say, that the cove¬ 
nant, that was confirmed before of God in Christ, the 
law, which was four hundred and thirty years after, 
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can not disannul, that it should make the promise of 
none effect. For if the inheritance be of the law, it is 
no more of promise: but God gave it to Abraham by 
promise. Wherefore then serveth the law? It was 
added because of transgressions, till the seed should 
come to whom the promise was made; and it was or¬ 
dained by angels in the hand of a mediator.” 

Thus what the apostle calls " the first covenant ” in 
Hebrews he calls “ the law ” in Galatians, and ex¬ 
plains that it was “ added to the covenant till Christ 
came,” and then it ended. 

Our neighbors insist that God made two covenants 
with Abraham; one having circumcision without 
Christ, and the other having Christ without circum¬ 
cision. But this is absolutely untrue, for Christ was 
and is in the covenant of circumcision; as we have 
shown. Their dividing the Abrahamic covenant into 
two parts is unwarranted and highly censurable. It 
is never called the first to distinguish it from any other 
called the second, but it is one — the covenant for all 
the seed (Jews and Gentiles) through Christ. Nor 
is it true that Christ and circumcision were separated 
in this covenant, for Paul (Rom. 15.8) declares, “That 
Jesus Christ was minister of the circumcision.” Nor 
was circumcision to the Jew merely a badge of citizen¬ 
ship, but was the token or sign of spiritual relationship 
to God, thus; Rom. 2.28-29: “ For he is not a Jew, 
which is one outwardly: neither is that circumcision, 
which is outzvard in the flesh: but he is a Jew, which is 
one inwardly; and circumcision is that of the heart, in 
the spirit, and not in the letter; whose praise is not of 
men, but of God.” Again, Rom. 3.1-3: “Whatad- 
vantage then hath the Jew ? Or what profit is there of 
circumcision? Much every way: chiefly, because that 
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unto them were committed the oracles of God. For 
what if some did not believe? Shall their unbelief make 
the faith of God without effect”? 

Once more, Rom. 3.29-31: “ Is he the God of the 
Jews only? Is he not also of the Gentiles? Yes, of 
the Gentiles also: seeing it is one God, which shall jus¬ 
tify the circumcision by faith, and uncircumcision 
through faith. Do we then make void the law through 
faith? God forbid: yea, we establish the law." 

These quotations prove that God’s design in the 
institution of'the rite of circumcision was that it should 
represent spiritual relationship to him by faith. But 
we are gravely informed that God required the same 
of the Jews as he did of the Gentiles. 

True, as we have just shown; he justifies the Jews 
by faith, and the Gentiles through faith 

Neither are all Jews the children of Abraham, but 
only those who enjoy the spiritual blessings of the 
Abrahamic covenant. This Paul (Rom. 9.4-8) affirms, 
“ Who are Israelites; tp whom pertaineth the adoption, 
and the glory, and the covenants, and the giving of the 
law, and the service of God, and the promises; whose 
are the fathers, and of whom as concerning the flesh 
Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for ever. 
Amen. Not as though the word of God hath taken 
none effect. For they are not all Israel, which are of 
Israel: neither, because they are the seed of Abraham, 
are they all children: but, In Isaac shall thy seed be 
called. That is. They which arc the children of the 
ffesh, these are not the children of God: but the chil¬ 
dren of the promise are counted for the seed.” Paul, 
by an allegory, shows how the covenant at- Sinai grew 
out of, or was added to, the Abrahamic covenant, thus: 
' Gal. 4.22-31: “ For it is written, that Abraham had 
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two sons, the one by a bond-maid, the other by a free 
woman. But he who was of the bondwoman was born 
after the fiesh; but he of the free woman was by prom¬ 
ise. Which things are an allegory: for these are the 
two covenants; the one from the Mount Sinai, which 
gendereth to bondage, which is Agar. For this Agar 
is Mount Sinai in Arabia, and answereth to Jerusalem, 
which now is, and is in bondage with her children. 
But Jerusalem which is above is free, which is the 
mother of us all. For it is written, Rejoice thou bar¬ 
ren that bearest not; break forth and cry, thou that 
travailest not: for the desolate hath many more chil¬ 
dren than she which hath an husband. Now we, 
brethren, as Isaac was, are the children of promise. 
But as then he that was born after the flesh persecuted 
him that was born after the Spirit, even so it is now. 
Nevertheless what saith the Scripture? Cast out the 
bondwoman and her son: for the son of the bondwom¬ 
an shall not be heir with the son of the free woman. 
So then, brethren, we are not children of the bondwom¬ 
an, but of the free." 

In this allegory the apostle shows that the added cov¬ 
enant of Mount Sinai was narrow, and applied solely 
to the Jewish nation and dispensation, and was only to 
continue until Christ came; while the Abrahamic cove¬ 
nant was far-reaching, embracing all the spiritual seed 
of Abraham, both Jews and Gentiles to the end of time. 
The Church at Galatia was largely composed of Gen¬ 
tiles, and yet the apostle speaks of them and himself, 
thus: “We, brethren, are the children of the free." 
He adds (3.26-28:) “ For ye are all the children of Cod 
by faith in Christ Jesus. . . . There is neither Jew 
nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is 
neither male nor female: for ye'are. all one in Christ 
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Jesus. And if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s 
seed, and heirs according to the promise." 

That promise of the Abrahamic covenant! How it 
reaches every son and daughter of Adam who believes 
in Christ! “ For the promise is unto you, and to your 
children, and to all that are afar off." Praise God! 

Again, the infant Church of the new dispensation 
was styled, " They of the circumcision," and was so 
designated until the conversion of Cornelius, which 
opened the door to the Gentiles. 

Acts 10.44-45: “ While Peter yet spake these words, 
the Holy Ghost fell on all them which heard the word. 
And they of the circumcision which believed were as¬ 
tonished, as many as came with Peter, because that 
on the Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the 
Holy Ghost.” The same is repeated in Acts n.1-4:, 
and 18: “ And the apostles and brethren that were 
in Judea heard that the Gentiles had also received the 
word of God. And when Peter was come up to Jeru¬ 
salem, they that were of the circumcision contended 
with him, saying. Thou wentest in to men uncircum¬ 
cised, and didst eat with them. But Peter rehearsed 
the matter from the beginning, and expounded it by 
order unto them. . . When they heard these things 
they held their peace, and glorified God, saying, Then 
hath God also to the Gentiles granted repentance unto 
life." 

These first members of the infant Church under¬ 
stood that circumcision and Christ belonged together 
in the Abrahamic covenant, and that they were “grant¬ 
ed repentance unto life ” because they believed on him 
and had been circumcised under that covenant. In 
this they were correct; but they erred in thinking that 
the blessings of that covenant were confined to them 
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of the circumcision, and did not embrace the Gen¬ 
tiles. Then our neighbors remind us that this is the 
gospel dispensation. We reply, The gospel was in 
the Abraliamic covenant, as these passages prove. Gal. 
3.8-9: “ And the Scripture, foreseeing that God would 
justify the heathen through faith, poach ed before the 
gospel unto Abraham, saying. In these shall all nations 
be blessed. So then they which be of faith are blessed 
with faithful Abraham.” Again, Heb. 4.2: “ For 
unto us was the gospel preached, as well as unto them: 
but the word preached did not profit them, not being 
mixed with faith in them that heard it.” 

These quotations prove that the gospel began with 
and was in the Abraliamic covenant. 

And Abraham understood that this covenant God 
made with him was spiritual in its import, and he acted 
accordingly. Heb. 11.8-10: "By faith Abraham, 
when he was called to go out into a place which he 
should after receive for an inheritance, obeyed; and he 
went out, not knowing whither he went. By faith he 
sojourned in the land of promise, as in a strange coun¬ 
try, dwelling in tabernacles with Isaac and Jacob, the 
heirs with him of the same promise: for he looked for 
a city which hath foundations, whose builder and 
maker is God.” 

And we too, by this same covenant, are made par¬ 
takers of the blessed inheritance with the sainted worth¬ 
ies who, through it, are basking in the unfading light 
of their eternal home. So we read (Col. 1.12-14:), 
“ Giving thanks unto the Father, which hath made us 
meet to be partakers of the inheritance of the saints in 
light: who hath delivered us from the power of dark¬ 
ness, and hath translated us into the kingdom of his 
dear son: in whom we have redemption through his 
blood, even the forgiveness of sins.” 
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And Heb. 13.13-14: “Let us go forth therefore 
unto him without the camp, bearing his reproach. For 
here have we no continuing city, but we seek one to 
come." The same precious truths are unfolded in the 
speech of Zacharias in Luke 1.67-79 : 

Here the question arises. Was the Church during 
the Jewish dispensation the Church of Christ? If not, 
whose was it? How were its members saved ? Through 
Christ, or not ? If not the Church of Christ, then it had 
no Savior, and was not of God. Who believes any such 
thing? Only such as have embraced an unscriptural 
dogma. What saith the Scripture? Was Christ not 
in it all the way through? Rom. 15.8: “ Now I say 
that Jesus Christ was a minister of the circumcision 
for the truth of God, to confirm the promises made 
unto the fathers.” Again, 1 Cor. 10.4: “ And did all 
drink the same spiritual drink; for they drank of that 
spiritual rock that followed them: and that rock was 
Christ.” Again, 1 Cor. 10.9: “Neither let us tempt 
Christ, as some of them also tempted, and were de¬ 
stroyed of serpents.” 

But the testimony of the Lord himself settles the 
question, when he declares that he was a member of 
that Church in his conversation with the woman of 
Samaria. John 4.22: “Ye worship ye know not 
what: wc knoiv what we worship; for salvation is of 
the Jews.” Here he identifies himself with the Jews 
and their Church, and says salvation comes therefrom. 

This was the only Church on earth in which he held 
personal membership, and he acknowledged his mem¬ 
bership by observing its rules and its ordinances — the 
passover with his disciples. 

The Church of which Christ was 0 member should 
not be despised, or spoken of slightingly, though some 
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do so; for God loved it, and called it by endearing 

Our neighbors unwittingly testify in our favor. Rev. 
D. B. Ford (Studies on Baptism, p. 255) says, “Yet 
Paul, for certain, recognized a true church, or people 
of God, within the Jewish nation, consisting of those 
who were ‘ Jews inwardlywho were ‘not only of the 
circumcision, but who also walked in the steps of the 
faith, of our father Abrahamwho were ‘of 
faith,’ and thus the true ‘sons,’ or spiritual seed of 
Abraham.” This is exactly and only what we affirm; 
and thus the truth of our first proposition is admitted 
by this able champion of the Baptist faith. 

In addition to this we have also the testimony of 
Alexander Campbell himself in proof of our proposi¬ 
tion. He (Debate with Rice, p. 316-317:) says, “ Mr. 
President—I have not said that the covenant with 
Abraham has become old. The ultimate and final de¬ 
velopment of that covenant, in its national form, at 
Mount Sinai, has become old and vanished away. But 
the covenant, pregnant with blessings to the Gentiles, 
through Christ, yet lives." 

This admission yields the entire ground. We could 
not state our position in clearer, stronger language 
than these two representative champions have done it 
for us. What more need be said? 

Paul (Phil. 3.3) declares; “ For we are the circum¬ 
cision, which worship God in the spirit, and rejoice in 
Christ Jesus, and have no confidence in the flesh." 
How plainly this passage shows that our proposition is 
the true teaching of the Scriptures. No wonder, then, 
Paul so boldly affirms, “And if ye be Christ’s, then are 
ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the prom- 
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Here, then, we stand on the impregnable ground of 
the truth of God, and fearlessly affirm that, The Church 
of Christ began in the Abraliamic covenant with Abra¬ 
ham, and shall continue to the end of time. 

Our second argument or proposition is, 

II. The Old Testament nowhere teaches that God 
intended to disband or destroy the Old Testament 
Church. 

Our neighbors affirm that the Old Testament Church 
was intended only for the Jews, and passed away with 
them; and consequently no true Church was in exist¬ 
ence: that Christ and the apostles organized a new 
Church on an entirely new and distinct basis, ignoring 
every other. 

We reply, This affirmation is unscriptural and con¬ 
trary to the facts in the case, as we will now show. 

Instead of prophesying its destruction, the Old 
Testament teaches that the Church of its day will be re¬ 
newed and enlarged under the gospel dispensation so 
as to embrace the Gentiles yea, all the world, and bring 
them into covenant relations with God, enabling them 
to receive all the privileges and promises of the Abra- 
hamic covenant. 

Isaiah 33.20: “Look upon Zion, the city of our 
solemnities: thine eyes shall see Jerusalem a quiet 
habitation, a tabernacle that shall not be taken down; 
not one of the stakes thereof shall ever be removed, 
neither shall any of the cords thereof be broken.” 

Isaiah is here describing the future condition and 
permanency of the old Church to which he belonged, 
by representing it under the figure'of “Zion, the city 
of our solemnities,” and Jerusalem as “a tabernacle 
that shall not be taken down.” But the tabernacle was 
the place for divine service, and consequently repre¬ 
sents the worship of God. 
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The stakes were important parts of, and necessary to, 
the permanence of the tabernacle; and the cords held 
it securely to the stakes. 

Isaiah prophesies that "not one of its stakes shall 
ever be removed,” nor “ one of its cords be broken.” 
What were the stakes of this old Church? 

Was not infant circumcision and membership one of 
the most prominent and important stakes of the Abra- 
liarnic Church ? This “ shall not be removed,” as we 
shall see. Turn to Acts 2.39: 

Peter hit this stake a vigorous blow, driving it in 
more securely, when he announced to the inquirers of 
Pentecost, “ For the promise is unto you, and to your 
children, etc.” “ Shall never be removed.” 

We quote and heartily endorse these comments of 
Rev. Moses Hill, D.D., (Inf. Bap., p. 43-44) ; “ But 
what does Isaiah mean by Zion and Jerusalem? Cer¬ 
tainly not the literal city of Jerusalem, for then his 
prophecy would be false; for long ago that was taken 
down. He means the Church—the Church of which 
he was a member; and which he loved. God gave him 
to see that this Church should rise and conquer, and 
be quiet—‘ a tabernacle that should not be taken down.’ 
What do the opponents of infant baptism say to this? 
Will it be ‘ taken down’ ? ‘Not one stake shall be re¬ 
moved.’ Was infant membership with the same sign 
as adults, one of the stakes of the old Church constitu¬ 
tion? Yes: ‘ Unto thee and thy seed.’ ' Isaac shall be 
circumcised.’ This ‘ shall not be broken.’ Neither 
shall one cord be unloosed. All shall remain as of old. 
The cords may be lengthened for the Gentiles, and the 
stakes spread for the world: but they shall not be 
broken. Those persons know not the Scriptures who 
say that Christ came to destroy this Church. So far 
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from coming to destroy it, he came to save it—to purify 
it. Malachi, the last of the prophets, foretells this in 
Mai. 3.1-4:” 

Again, Isaiah 54.1-8: “Sing, O barren, thou that 
didst not bear; break forth into singing, and cry aloud, 
thou that didst not travail with child; for more are the 
children of the desolate than the children of the mar¬ 
ried wife, saith the Lord. Enlarge the place of thy 
tent, and let them stretch forth the curtains of thine 
habitations: spare not, lengthen thy cords, and strength¬ 
en thy stakes; for thou slialt break forth on the right 
hand and on the left; and thy seed shall inherit the 
Gentiles, and make the desolate cities to be inhabited. 
Fear not; for thou slialt not be ashamed: neither be 
thou confounded; for thou shalt not be put to shame: 
for thou shalt forget the shame of thy youth, and shalt 
not remember the reproach of thy widowhood any 
more. For thy Maker is thine husband, the Lord of 
Hosts is his name; and thy Redeemer the Holy One of 
Israel; The God of the whole earth shall he be called. 
For the Lord hath called thee as a woman forsaken and 
grieved in spirit, and a wife of youth, when thou wast 
refused, saith thy God. For a small moment have I 
forsaken thee; but with great mercies will I gather 
thee. In a little wrath I hid my face from thee for a 
moment; but with everlasting kindness will I have 
mercy on thee, saith the Lord thy Redeemer.” 

This language was addressed to the old Church seven 
centuries before Christ came, prophesying its future 
continuance and prosperity after his. coming. This is 
proved not only by the language here quoted, but the 
Lord himself quotes verse 13, of this address, and ap¬ 
plies it to himself and his Church, thus; John 6.45: 
“ It is written in the prophets, And they shall be all 
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taught of God. Every man therefore that hath heard, 
and hath learned of the Father, cometh unto me." 

He here declares that this language addressed to the 
Abrahamic Church really applies to the New Testa¬ 
ment Church. This decides the question; for the Lord 
himself interprets this prophecy of Isaiah concerning 
the continuance and prosperity of the Old Testament 
Church to mean the description of the wonderful suc¬ 
cess of his new Church; thus identifying the one with 
the other. The old Church is not to “ be confounded,” 
disbanded, nor "put to shame”; but is exhorted to 
sing and shout over the promise of its future enlarge¬ 
ment and prosperity. It is instructed to “ enlarge the 
place of its tent,” and unsparingly to “lengthen its 
cords,” and “ strengthen its stakes”; for it " shall 
break forth on the right hand and on the left”; and its 
“ seed shall inherit the Gentiles.” 

Its stakes were strengthened on the day of Pente¬ 
cost, and its cords enlarged for the conversion of Cor¬ 
nelius and the Gentiles. And Paul adds his testimony, 
that this old Church continues in his day, by quoting 
and applying this prophecy to the Christian Church, 
thus; Gal. 4.26-27: “But Jerusalem which is above 
is free, which is the mother of us all. For it is written, 
Rejoice, thou barren that bearest not; break forth and 
cry, thou that travailest not: for the desolate hath 
many more children than she which hath a husband." 

What a brilliant prospect for the Abrahamic Church 
for ail coming time— no decay, nor cessation, but in¬ 
crease of power and blessings through Christ for the 
salvation of all mankind. 

Isaiah 59.20-21:, 60.1-5: “ And the Redeemer shall 
come to Zion, and unto them that turn from transgres¬ 
sion in Jacob, saith the Lord. As for me, this is my cov- 
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enant with them, saith the Lord; My Spirit that is upon 
thee, and my words which I have put in thy mouth, 
shall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out of the mouth 
of thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seed’s seed, 
saith the Lord, from henceforth and for ever. Arise, 
shine; for thy light is come, and the glory of the Lord 
is risen upon thee. For, behold, the darkness shall 
cover the earth, and gross darkness the people: but 
the Lord shall arise upon thee, and his glory shall be 
seen upon thee. And the Gentiles shall come to thy 
light, and kings to the brightness of thy rising. Lift 
up thine eyes round about, and see: all they gather 
themselves together, they come to thee: thy sons shall 
come from far, and thy daughters shall be nursed at thy 
side. Then thou shalt see, and How together, and thine 
heart shall fear, and be enlarged; because the abund¬ 
ance of the sea shall be converted unto thee, the forces 
of the Gentiles shall come unto thee." 

Isaiah here foretells that “ the Redeemer shall come 
to Zion,” not to destroy it, but to bestow increased 
power for usefulness—not to depart from it, but to 
abide with it for ever. Then he cries out, “Arise, 
shine; for thy light is come, and the glory of the Lord 
is risen upon thee." 

What, to go out again for ever? No, no. Shine on, 
for “the Lord shall arise upon thee, and his glory 
shall be seen upon thee." Let “ the light and glory ” 
of God shine forth from thee, the Old Testament 
Church, and “the Gentiles shall come to thy light, and 
kings to the brightness of thy rising.” This old 
Church is not to go down into endless darkness, but 
to rise in so much greater brilliancy and power than 
ever before, that its light and glory may be seen by 
every nation, until all shall come to its light and be 
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Shine on, then, blessed old Church till Jesus comes 
again. Isaiah 62.1-3: “ For Zion’s sake will I not 
hold my peace, and for Jerusalem’s sake I will not 
rest, until the righteousness thereof go forth as bright¬ 
ness, and the salvation thereof as a lamp that burnetii. 
And the Gentiles shall see thy righteousness, and all 
kings thy glory: and thou shalt be called by a new 
name, which the mouth of the Lord shall name. Thou 
shalt also be a crown of glory in the hand of the Lord, 
and a royal diadem in the hand of thy God.” 

This Old Testament Church shall be so renewed 
and illumined by the presence and power of God in the 
new dispensation, that its “ righteousness ” shall be 
resplendent; and “ salvation ” shall go forth from it 
like a burning " lamp " to lead the Gentiles, and all 
kings with their people, into the fold of the Redeemer. 
But it shall not be disbanded or destroyed. On the 
contrary “ the mouth of the Lord ” shall give it " 0 
new name” —the Christian Church: and the Lord 
shall so dwell in it and bless it, that the new old Church 
“ shall be a crown of glory” and “a royal diadem in 
his hands ” in bringing the world to Christ. 

Our neighbors claim that Daniel teaches that the 
kingdom, which the Lord Jesus will establish, will be 
0 new one, and not a continuance of the old one. Let 
us see. Dan. 2.44: “And in the days of these kings 
shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom, which shall 
never be destroyed: and the kingdom shall not be left 
to other people, but it shall break in pieces and con¬ 
sume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand forever.” 

Does this quotation teach that, in Daniel’s day and 
ever after, the Lord had no kingdom on the earth until 
Christ came, and began one? Is it true that until this 
time God had left the world without any kingdom or 
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divine government? Certainly not. But if our neigh¬ 
bors’ idea is correct, that the kingdom to be set up is a 
new kingdom, then this quotation from Daniel teaches 
that no divine kingdom ever existed before. This is 
not true, therefore their interpretation is wrong. Dan¬ 
iel does not state that the Lord will begin a new king¬ 
dom, but "set up a kingdom.” And this would be 
true if the Lord identified himself with, and built up, 
a divine kingdom already in existence. That this state¬ 
ment is correct, the passages already quoted, with 
others we now quote, clearly prove. Isaiah 9.6-7: 
“ For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given: 
and the government shall be upon his shoulder: and 
his name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, The 
mighty God, the everlasting Father, The Prince of 
Peace. Of the increase of his government and peace 
there shall be no end, upon the throne of David, and 
upon his kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with 
judgment and with justice from henceforth even for 
ever. The zeal of the Lord of hosts will perform this.” 
This quotation proves that it is no new kingdom that 
the Lord will begin when he comes, but a throne and 
kingdom already in existence, even “the throne and 
kingdom of David.” Nor does this mean the secular 
or Jewish kingdom, but the spiritual kingdom of God 
in David’s day, and to which as a servant of God David 
belonged; for Christ was not a secular king, nor did 
he begin a secular kingdom; and yet his kingdom ex¬ 
isted in David’s time. The same is true of Daniel’s 
day. But we have further proof in Luke 1.32-33: 
' “ He shall be great and shall be called the Son of the 
Highest; and the Lord God shall give unto him the 
throne of his father David: and he shall reign over the 
house of Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom there 
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shall be no end." This proves the existence of the 
spiritual kingdom before Christ came; and that he 
came to take possession of, and establish, it, not to 
begin an entirely new one. 

Even the Lord’s disciples had no such idea, for, on 
the day of his ascension they (Acts 1.6-7:) asked: 
“ Lord,- wilt thou at this time restore again the king¬ 
dom to Israel” ? Their understanding was the restora¬ 
tion not the destruction of the kingdom, nor the estab¬ 
lishment of a new one. Again, Matt. 8.11-12: “And 
I say unto you, That many shall come from the east 
and west, and shall sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, 
and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven: but the children 
of the kingdom shall be cast into outer darkness: there 
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth.” In this. 
passage the Lord teaches that the kingdom began with 
Abraham. A similar passage is in Luke 13.28-29: 
Matt. 21.43 : “ Therefore I say unto you, The king¬ 
dom of God shall be taken from you, and given to a 
nation bringing forth the fruits thereof." From these 
quotations it is very evident that neither the Lord nor 
the disciples understood Dan. 2.44 to teach the be¬ 
ginning of a new kingdom during his ministry, but 
the setting tip of the kingdom begun in the Abrahamic 
covenant. 

But our neighbors deny the identity of the Church 
in the two dispensations on the ground that they differ 
in this respect; “There is no pardon in the old, while 
in the new dispensation there is an amnesty proclama¬ 
tion, announced by Peter on the day of Pentecost (See 
Acts 2.37-39:).” 

We reply, The denial or objection is groundless, as 
an examination will show. Ex. 34.6-7: “And the 
Lord passed by before him, and 'proclaimed, The Lord, 
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The Lord God, merciful and gracious, long-suffering, 
and abundant in goodness and truth, keeping mercy for 
thousands, forgiving iniquity and transgression and 
sin, and that will by no means clear the guilty; visiting 
the iniquity of the fathers upon the children, and upon 
the children’s children, unto the third and to the fourth 
generation.” 

Where will we find in the new Testament a more 
complete and gracious offer of pardon and forgiveness 
than this one in the Old? Again, Numbers 14. 17-21: 
“ And now, I beseech thee, let the power of my Lord 
be great, according as thou hast spoken, saying, The 
Lord is long-suffering, and of great mercy, forgiving 
iniquity and transgression, and by no means clearing 
the guilty, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the 
children unto the third and fourth generation. Pardon, 
I beseech thee, the iniquity of this people according 
unto the greatness of thy mercy, and as thou hast for¬ 
given this people, from Egypt even until now. And 
the Lord said, I have pardoned according to thy word: 
but as truly as I live, all the earth shall be filled with 
the glory of the Lord.” 

Nothing better than this can be found in the New. 
Again, Isaiah 1.18: “ Come now, and let us reason to¬ 
gether, saith the Lord: though your sins be as scarlet, 
they shall be as white as suozu; though they be red like 
crimson, they shall be as wool." No sweeter or more 
tender words can be found anywhere. Again, Isaiah 
SS'6-7: “Seek ye the Lord while he may be found, 
call ye upon him while he is near: let the wicked for- 
• sake his way, and the unrighteous man his thoughts: 
and let him return unto the Lord, and he will have 
mercy upon him; and to our God, for he will abund¬ 
antly pardon.” Nehemiah 9.17: " But thou art a God 
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ready to pardon, gracious and merciful, slow to anger, 
and of great kindness, and forsookest them not.” Once 
more, Jer. 33.7-9: “And I will cause the captivity of 
Judah, and the captivity of Israel to return, and will 
build them, as at the first. And I will cleanse them 
from all their iniquity, whereby they have sinned 
against me; and I will pardon all their iniquities, 
whereby they have sinned, and whereby they have 
transgressed against me. And it shall be to me a name 
of joy, a praise and an honor before all the nations of 
the earth, which shall hear all the good that I do unto 
them: and they shall fear and tremble for all the good¬ 
ness and for all the prosperity that I procure unto it.” 
Who at this time could ask for anything better from 
the mouth of God ? What words could be more tender 
and assuring? These quotations show that the fault 
our neighbors find with the old dispensation in this 
respect has no foundation whatever. The Lord has 
always been merciful and gracious. 

Again, the prophet in referring to the prosperity of 
the old Church under the new dispensation utters these 
words; Isaiah 11.10: “And in that day there shall be 
a root of Jesse, which shall stand for an ensign of the 
people; to it shall the Gentiles seek: and his rest shall 
be glorious." Again, Mai. 3.1-4: “ Behold, I will send 
my messenger, and he shall prepare the way before me: 
and the Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly come to 
his temple, even the messenger of the covenant, whom 
ye delight in: behold, he shall come, saith the Lord of 
Hosts. But who may abide the day of his coming? 
and who shall stand when he appeareth? for he is like 
a refiner’s fire, and like fuller’s soap: and he shall sit 
as a refiner and purifier of silver: and he shall purify 
the sons of Levi, and purge them as gold and silver, 
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that they may offer unto the Lord an offering in right¬ 
eousness. Then shall the offering of Judah and Jeru¬ 
salem be pleasant unto the Lord, as in the days of old, 
and as in former years." 

This prophecy refers to John the Baptist and the 
coming of Christ to "set up his kingdom." 

But Malachi declares that he “ will come to his tem¬ 
ple,” and “ purify the sons of Levi,” that " they may 
offer unto him in righteousness”; and “then the offer¬ 
ing of Judah and Jerusalem shall be pleasant and 
righteous as in former years.” Yes, the old days and 
delightful services will return. But, that this prophecy 
may be fulfilled, the old Church must continue in the 
new dispensation, “ until the fulness of the Gentiles 
be come in: and so all Israel shall be saved (Rom. 
11.25-26:).” 

This prophecy was made to the Church in the old 
dispensation, but its fulfillment was accomplished in 
the new; therefore it is the same Church in both dis¬ 
pensations. Jeremiah utters a similar prophecy in 
Chap. 23:, but uses different figures to convey his 
meaning. 

God calls his people in this chapter “the sheep of 
my pasture,”—" my people,”—“my flock”; and the 
priests he calls “ the pastors that feed my people”; but 
he charges them with unfaithfulness, and complains 
that they have destroyed and scattered the sheep. He 
promises to bring the sheep back again, and provide 
them with true shepherds; and adds (verses 5-6:), 
“Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, that I will raise 
up unto David a righteous Branch, and a king shall 
reign and prosper, and shall execute judgment and 
justice in the earth. In his days Judah shall be saved, 
and Israel shall dwell safely: and this is his name 
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whereby he shall be called, The Lord Our Righteous- 

Tliis also is a prophecy concerning the old Church, 
which must be fulfilled in the days of Christ. But as 
Judah and Israel are not yet saved, the prophecy is yet 
to be fulfilled, and the old Church still exists under its 

The Psalmist (Psalms 23.1-3:) says, “ The Lord is 
my shepherd; I shall not want. He maketh me to lie 
down in green pastures: he leadeth me beside the still 
waters. He restoreth my soul: he leadeth me in the 
paths of righteousness for his name’s sake.” Again, 
John 10.14-16: “I am the good shepherd, and know 
my sheep, and am known of mine. As the Father 
knoweth me, even so know I the Father: and I lay 
down my life for the sheep. And other sheep I have, 
which are not of this fold: them also I must bring, 
and they shall hear my voice; and there shall be one 
fold, and one shepherd." Here the Savior calls the old 
Church “ this fold ”; therefore he declares himself the 
shepherd of the old Church,—was David’s shepherd. 
He will not “scatter the sheep,” nor “destroy his 
fold”; but will bring the Gentiles, when they “hear 
his voice," into " this fold." 

Then “there will be one fold” —the old new, or 
Abrahamic Church, and “one shepherd” who has 
cared for his sheep and fold from the days of Abra¬ 
ham. The Church or " fold “ will be enlarged, not de¬ 
stroyed, so as to include all the sheep of the Redeemer. 

In both the Old and New Testaments the Abra¬ 
hamic covenant is called “ the everlasting covenant ” 
(See Psalms 105.8-10:, and Heb. 13.20:); for surely 
Christ died for sinners under the old dispensation, as 
this passage proves; Heb. 9.15: “And for this cause 
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he is the mediator of the new testament, that by means 
of death, for the redemption of the transgressions that 
were under the first testament, they which are called 
might receive the promise of eternal inheritance." 

The remarks of Bishop S. M. Merrill at this point 
are so clear and forcible that our argument on this 
proposition will close by quoting them, pie (Baptism, 

• p. 86-88:) says: “Christ died for those who lived be¬ 
fore his coming, as truly as he did for those who lived 
after his day. If we sit down in the kingdom of God, 
it will be with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. There 
never was but one Savior, one Redeemer, one Media¬ 
tor, one High-priest. All others were but types. 
Jesus Christ was ‘the lamb slain from the foundation 
of the world.’ He, by the grace of God, tasted death 
for every man. The merits of his atonement rolled 
back to the first transgression and forward to the end 
of time, extending on either side to the uttermost limit 
of human guilt. Then was not Christ as truly the 
Savior of the Church before the incarnation as he has 
been since? Was he not with the Church in the wil¬ 
derness ? Was not his spirit in the prophets ? (I Peter 
I. io, II.) Was he not in all the promises and types 
and ordinances of the Old Testament? Then will the 
Old Testament Church be saved? If so, will it be 
saved through Christ or not? If not, through whom? 
Where is there -another Savior? But, if through 
Christ, how but through his death ? Will there be any 
Church in heaven not redeemed with his blood? Will 
there be a Church there of which he is not the Founda¬ 
tion, the Head, the High-priest, and the Savior? It 
is time, you see, that we begin to look at the results of 
denying the oneness of the Church through all the ages. 
Such involves the most appalling absurdities, and 
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leaves us without the ability to explain God’s dealings 
with the ancients, or to understand the services of his 
Church or the meaning of the types.” 

This is conclusive. Our scriptural research has 
shown that the Old Testament Church will be enlarged 
and rejuvenated by the coming of Christ, called by a 
new name, and fully equipped for the blessed work of 
saving sinners until he shall come again to claim her as 
his bride. 

Our third argument or proposition is, 

III. The New Testament nowhere teaches that no 
Church existed before Christ came; nor that he and his 
disciples commenced and established the first Church 
organization in the world. 

Our neighbors affirm that the new dispensation wit¬ 
nessed the organization of the first true Church in the 
world. Wc reply, Refer us to the place in the New 
Testament where this very important information can 
be found. Such a new and wonderful event would cer¬ 
tainly be very minutely described and particulars given. 
When, where, and how was it organized ? For the or¬ 
ganizing and establishing such a new and divine insti¬ 
tution the fullest information should be given. But 
the fact that the opponents of infant baptism do not 
agree as to time and place, when and where this organi¬ 
zation was commenced is proof that nothing of the 
kind was done. 

John the Baptist did not, for he was only the fore¬ 
runner of the Lord. The Lord did not when he called 
his disciples, nor when he instituted the Lord’s Supper, 
nor before his ascension to heaven; for he recognized 
the old Church and his membership in it by observing 
the Passover with his disciples. Did he instruct them 
to organize a new Church after his ascension to 
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heaven? Where are these instructions, and when did 
they put them into execution? If found anywhere, it 
will he in their commission. We will examine this 
commission, as given by the different evangelists, to 
ascertain if this is the fact. 

Matt. 28. 19-20: "Go ye therefore, and teach all na¬ 
tions, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: teaching them to ob¬ 
serve all things whatsoever I have commanded you: 
and, lo, I am with you always, even unto the end of the 
world.” Mark 16. 15-16: "And he said unto them. 
Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every 
creature. He that believeth and is baptized shall be 
saved; but he that believeth not shall be damned.” 
Luke 24. 45-47: "Then opened he their understand¬ 
ing, that they might understand the Scriptures, and 
said unto them, Thus it is written, and thus it behooved 
Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the third 
day: and that repentance and remission of sins should 
be preached in his name among all nations, beginning 
at Jerusalem.” What do we learn from this examina¬ 
tion of the record? Instead of instructions for begin¬ 
ning a new Church organization, we find the Lord re¬ 
peating and renewing the terms of the Abrahamic cove¬ 
nant as the standpoint from which they were to “teach 
, all nations,” and preach Christ to every creature.” 

Matthew says, “Go, teach all nations"; Luke says, 
“Preach in his name among all nations"; and Mark 
says, “Preach the gospel to every creature." 

Preaching the gospel was no new thing, for that be¬ 
gan in the Abrahamic covenant. 

Gal. 3.8-9: “And the Scripture, foreseeing that God 
would justify the heathen through faith, preached be¬ 
fore the gospel unto Abraham, saying, In thee shall all 
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nations be blessed. So then, they which be of faith 
are blessed with faithful Abraham." 

This passage shows, as plainly as language can, that 
the Lord, in giving them the commission, sent out his 
disciples to “preach the gospel to every creature” by 
the authority and under the instructions of the Abra- 
hamic covenant—that this covenant was made with, 
and the gospel preached to, Abraham, that " the hea¬ 
then might be justified through faith," and so be 
"blessed with faithful Abraham." How conclusive 1 

Preaching the gospel is no new thing —is as old as 
the Abrahamic covenant; and was also preached to the 
Jews. Heb. 4.2: “For unto us was the gospel 
preached, as well as unto them: but the word preached 
did not profit them, not being mixed with faith in them 
that heard it.” 

All this proves the oneness of the Church from Abra¬ 
ham till now. 

John, in his gospel, says nothing about a new organi¬ 
zation, and the Lord does not even hint about starting 
a new Church. 

In proof of the oneness of the Church in both dis¬ 
pensations we call attention to the observance of the 
passover by Christ with his disciples, and the institu¬ 
tion of the Lord's Supper at the same time, as recorded 
by Matthew and Luke. 

Matt. 26. 26-29: “And as they were eating, Jesus 
took bread, and blessed it, and brake it, and gave it to 
the disciples, and said, Take, eat; this is my body. And 
he took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them, 
saying, Drink ye all of it; for this is my blood of the 
new testament, which is shed for many for the remis¬ 
sion of sins. But I say unto you, I will not drink 
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henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day when 
I drink it new with you in iny Father’s kingdom.” 

Luke 22. 7-20: “Then came the day of unleavened 
bread, when the passover must be killed. And he sent 
Peter and John, saying, Go and 'prepare us the pass- 
over, that we may eat. And they said unto him. 
Where wilt thou that we prepare? And he said unto 
them, Behold, when ye are entered into the city, there 
shall a man meet you, bearing a pitcher of water; fol¬ 
low him into the house where he entereth in. And ye 
shall say unto the good-man of the house, The master 
saith unto thee, Where is the guestchamber, where I 
shall eat the passover with my disciples ! 1 And he shall 
shew you a large upper room furnished: there make 
ready. And they went, and found as he had said unto 
them: and they made ready the passover. And when 
the hour was come, he sat down, and the twelve 
apostles with him. And he said unto them, With de¬ 
sire I have desired to eat this passover with you before 
I suffer: For I say unto you, I will not any more eat 
thereof, until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God. 
And he took the cup, and gave thanks, and said, Take 
this, and divide it among yourselves: for I say unto 
you, I will not drink of the fruit of the vine, until the 
kingdom of God shall come. 

“And he took bread, and gave thanks, and brake it, 
and gave unto them, saying, This is my body which is 
given for you: this do in remembrance of me. Like¬ 
wise also the cup after supper, saying, This cup is the 
new testament in my blood, which is shed for you," 

This is a very interesting and important transaction 
from the fact that, while certain members of the Old 
Testament Church are observing an ordinance of that 
Church, the Lord institutes and administers to them, 
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"as they were eating’ the passover, the Lord’s Supper; 
an ordinance to be observed in the New Testament 
Church to the end of time. How could this happen ? 

(Our comments and arguments arc freely taken 
from Doane on Baptism, p’s. 61-64:, to which we are 
largely indebted for suggestions and material at this 
point.) We call attention to these facts: 

1. Christ and the apostles were members of the Old 
Testament Church while partaking of the passover, 
which had been observed as an ordinance of that 
Church since the departure from Egypt. 

2. While at the table, even "as they were eating’ the 
passover, Christ administered to them the Lord's Sup¬ 
per; and instituted it as an ordinance of the New 
Testament Church, to be observed ever afterward. 

3. They partook of the passover as members of the 
Old Church. 

4. When they partook of the Lord’s Supper, they 
must have been members of the new Church. 

5. This question, When did they cease to be mem¬ 
bers of one, and become members of the other, Church. 

Such a question is absurd, for there was no disband¬ 
ing of the one and organising of the other. Nothing 
suggesting any such movement occurred at this time— 
nothing whatever. 

As members in good standing in the old Church they 
sat down and partook of the passover; and, before they 
rose from the table, as members in good standing in the 
new Church they partook of the Lord’s Supper. The 
only sensible and true explanation of this whole trans¬ 
action is not a change of Churches, nor of Church 
membership, but a change of ordinances in the one 
Church. 
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Accept this, and all the difficulties in the case vanish; 
reject this, and absurdities and insurmountable difficul¬ 
ties immediately arise. Now then, if our neighbors 
insist that the old one was disbanded, and a new one 
organized, we demand of them the proof that such 
things were done. The burden of proof rests entirely 
upon them. The fact is, the Church in this case is 
simply making the transition from one dispensation to 
the other. 

Here our neighbors insist that an entirely new 
Church was organized, beginning on the day of Pente¬ 
cost—that there was no true Church organization be¬ 
fore that time. 

If their statement is correct, it unchurches ail the 
saints of old from Abraham to Simeon; all the minis¬ 
tering priests from Aaron to Zacliarias; all the proph¬ 
ets from Moses to Christ himself, leaving them all, 
without Church membership or privileges, outside the 
Church of Christ; yea, unchurches Christ, who lived 
and died before his Church was organized. How this 
reflects on God! How could he thus deal with them, 
and even with his own Son? Then neither Christ nor 
his apostles, when he chose and ordained them, were 
Church members, for there was none for them to have 
membership in. Who can believe such nonsense? If 
there were no Church before Pentecost, how strangely 
the Lord acted during his incarnation. He came to 
save the Church before one existed, lived and died out¬ 
side, and ascended to heaven without organizing it. 
And yet he acted and talked as though there was a real 
true Church in operation; for he instituted the ordi¬ 
nances of the Church, Baptism and the Lord’s Supper, 
before the day of Pentecost and before he ascended to 
heaven; and administered both the passover and the 
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Lord’s Supper to his disciples, as though he and they 
were all members in good standing of the Church, thus 
recognizing its existence then. 

The question now is. Did the Lord do all these things 
outside of, or in, the Church? Certainly, not outside 
of, but in, the Church. Then the Church was organ¬ 
ized and in operation before he came. Therefore, the 
Church that he recognized and built up, changing its 
ordinances, as he its Lord and Master thought best, and 
had power to do, was the Old Testament or Abrahamic 
Church; simply undergoing the transition from the old 
to the new order of things under the direction of its- 
owner and founder. The passover gives way to the 
Lord’s Supper, and circumcision to baptism. The 
Church of today is one with that in the days of Abra¬ 
ham, and Christ was in it from that time on; and all 
the Old Testament saints were members of it, and were 
redeemed by his blood as well as we. 

Again, we are informed that the instructions for or¬ 
ganizing a new Church are found in these texts; Matt. 
4. 17: “From that time Jesus began to preach, and to 
say, Repent: for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” 
Matt. 10.7: “And as ye go, preach, saying, The king¬ 
dom of heaven is at hand." 

But we have already shown that Christ’s kingdom 
existed in David’s day, and that it was a spiritual king¬ 
dom and not an earthly Church organization. These 
passages sustain our affirmation. Matt. 12. 28: “ But 
if I cast out devils by the Spirit of God, then the king¬ 
dom of God is come unto you." Luke 17. 20-21: “And 
when he was demanded of the Pharisees, when the 
kingdom of God should come, he answered them and 
said, The kingdom of God cometh not with observa- 
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tion: neither shall they say, Lo here! or, Lo there! for, 
behold the kingdom of God is within you.” 

These passages teach that the Lord’s kingdom is an 
inward spiritual, not an outward earthly, kingdom; and 
that it was then in existence, and before the day of 
Pentecost. 

Again, we are informed that Christ says, he will 
build, not has built, his Church; and they quote Matt. 
16. 18-19 : “And I say also unto thee. That thou art 
Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church; and 
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. And I 
will give thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven: and 
whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound in 
heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall 
be loosed in heaven.” 

We reply, The Lord says "Church" in verse 18., and 
calls it "kingdom of heaven" in verse 19., showing thal 
he means the same thing by the two expressions. Bui 
we have shown that his kingdom did not begin while 
he was on earth, but long before; that it was not an 
earthly, but a spiritual, one. Nor does he say, I will 
begin, but says, I will build my church; which church 
or kingdom existed in days of old. 

Shall we be told that the Lord began his church 
when he called the twelve to be his disciples? 

If this be true, why did he and they recognize their 
membership in the old Church, and observe its ordi¬ 
nance by partaking of the passover? No, no. Every 
effort to fix a time for the beginning of Christ’s spirit¬ 
ual Church or kingdom later than the days of Abraham 
proves an utter failure. It began in the Abrahamic 
covenant. 

Did the Lord instruct the apostles to begin a new 
Church, completely ignoring circumcision— on an en- 
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tirely new basis from anything previously established 
by God ? They did not so understand him, and there¬ 
fore continued circumcision in the Church, and were 
distinguished (see Acts io. 45:, II. 2-3:) as "they 
of the circumcision" until the Gentiles were received 
without circumcision at Antioch; when some persons 
from Judea declared that they could not be saved 
unless circumcised. Then arose a great controversy, 
which had to be referred to “ the apostles and elders ” 
at Jerusalem for settlement. The question to be set¬ 
tled was, whether it was necessary lor the Gentiles also 
to be circumcised in order to be true members of the 
Church and be saved. So a council was convened at 
Jerusalem, consisting of “ the apostles and elders,” to 
consult and decide whether circumcision should be 
retained and enforced. 

What a strange proceeding! A Church council 
called to discuss and decide the pro and con of circum¬ 
cision in the Church, if it be true, as our neighbors af¬ 
firm, that the organizers repudiated circumcision, and 
completely excluded it, and gave it no recognition from 
the day of Pentecost. How strange! 

This council was convened in Jerusalem about A. D. 
52., twenty years after Pentecost. The account of it is 
found in Acts 15.1-24: “ And certain men which came 
down from Judea taught the brethren, and said, Except 
ye be circumcised after the manner of Moses, ye can 
not be saved. When therefore Paul and Barnabas had 
ho small dissension and disputation with them, they 
determined that Paul and Barnabas, and certain other 
of them, should go up to Jerusalem unto the apostles 
and elders about this question. . . . And when 
they were come to Jerusalem, they were received of the 
Church, and of the apostles and elders, and they de- 
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dared all things that God had done with them. But 
there rose up certain of the sect of the Pharisees which 
believed, saying, That it was needful to circumcise 
them, and to command them to keep the law of Moses. 
And the apostles and elders came together for to con¬ 
sider of this matter. And when there had been much 
disputing, Peter rose up, and said unto them, Men and 
brethren, ye know how that a good while ago God 
made choice among us, that the Gentiles by my mouth 
should hear the word of the gospel, and believe. And 
God, which knoweth the hearts, bare them witness, 
giving them the Holy Ghost, even as he did unto us; 
and put no difference between us and them, purifying 
their hearts by faith. Now therefore why tempt ye 
God, to put a yoke upon the neck of the disciples, which 
neither our fathers nor we were able to bear? But 
we believe that through the grace of the Lord Jesus 
Christ we shall be saved, even as they. 

“Then all the multitude kept silence, and gave audi¬ 
ence to Barnabas and Paul, declaring what miracles and 
wonders God had wrought among the Gentiles by them. 
And after they had held their peace, James answered, 
saying, Men and brethren, hearken unto me: Simeon 
hath declared how God at the first did visit the Gentiles, 
to take out of them a people for his name. And to this 
agree the words of the prophets; as it is written, After 
this I will return, and will build again the taber¬ 
nacle of David, which is fallen down; and I will build 
again the ruins thereof, and I will set it up: that the 
residue of men might seek after the Lord, and all the 
Gentiles, upon whom my name is called, saith the Lord, 
who doeth all these things. Known unto God are 
all his works from the beginning of the world. Where¬ 
fore my sentence is, that we trouble not them, which 
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from among the Gentiles are turned to God: but that 
we write unto them, that they abstain from pollutions 
of idols, and from fornication, and from things 
strangled, and from blood. For Moses of old time 
hath in every city them that preach him, being read in 
the synagogues every Sabbath day. 

“Then pleased it the apostles and elders, with the 
whole Church, to send chosen men of their own com¬ 
pany to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas; namely, 
Judas surnamed Barsabas, and Silas, chief men among 
the brethren: and they wrote letters by them after this 
manner; The apostles and elders and brethren send 
greeting unto the brethren which are of the Gentiles in 
Antioch and Syria and Cilicia: forasmuch as we have 
heard that certain which went out from us have trou¬ 
bled you with words, subverting your souls, saying, Ye 
must be circumcised, and keep the law; to whom we 
gave no such commandment,” etc. 

This is a very interesting account of the first great 
Church Council on record, held during the days of the 
apostles; and a careful reading of it proves that our 
position of the oneness of the Church in both dispensa¬ 
tions is true in every particular; and reveals the utter 
falsity of that of our neighbors. They have not the 
slightest ground on which to stand in honest opposi¬ 
tion to the oneness of the Church; and this clearly 
shows that they only oppose it so as to avoid the in¬ 
evitable conclusion that infants may and should be 
baptized. 

There are several important facts in the record of 
this council and its proceedings, which require our 
special attention at this point of our argument, which 
we will now particularly examine. 

I. The membership of this council—composed of 
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the apostles and elders of the Church — of those who 
had received their instructions directly from the Lord, 
and not at second hand. The apostles were present 
and the apostle James presided — persons perfectly 
qualified to take part in the proceedings, and give cor¬ 
rect information on the question before the council, be¬ 
cause they had conducted the exercises and work of 
Pentecost, and knew all about what was and should be 
done. None more competent to explain what the Lord 
commanded them to do and how they performed it. 

2. The purpose for which this council was con¬ 
vened: to settle a dispute which had arisen in the 
Church at Antioch. A question had been introduced 
which had caused “no small dissension and disputa¬ 
tion,” and so Barnabas and Paul were sent to Jeru¬ 
salem for a decision from headquarters. 

Over what did the dispute arise? If,the affirmation 
of our neighbors be true, that the Lord instructed the 
apostles to organize a new Church excluding circum¬ 
cision entirely, then this dispute was unnecessary, ab¬ 
surd, and unreasonable; for the controversy was over 
the question, whether the Gentile converts at An¬ 
tioch should be circumcised or not. Nor did the ques¬ 
tion originate with the brethren at Antioch. It was 
brought there by brethren of the Pentecost Church, 
who knew better, according to the statements of our 
neighbors. 

In the letters written by the council to the brethren 
at Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia, are these words: “Foras¬ 
much as we have heard, that certain which went out 
from us have troubled you with words, subverting your 
souls, etc.,” thus proving that these troubles belonged 
to the Church at Jerusalem. 

And what is stranger still, when Paul and Barna- 
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bas reached Jerusalem and made their report, a part 
of the believers, who had been Pharisees, declared that 
it "was necessary ” and that they should, be "com¬ 
manded to keep the law of Moses.” How could this 
happen? Did they not know better? Why did not 
these believers know that circumcision had no place in 
the New Testament Church? 

And yet stranger still, when the council of "apostles 
and elders” met to consider this matter,” the dispute 
ct l ed long and earnest, whether Gentile converts 
must be circumcised. This implies, that up to this time 
all the Jewish converts believed in the validity of cir¬ 
cumcision. But how could a dispute on this question 
last a moment in the presence of the apostles ? Where 
was Peter? Why did he not instantly stop the dispute? 
1-Ie had charge of the proceedings of Pentecost, was the 
organizer of the so-called new Church, and he opened 
the door of the Church to the Gentiles at the house of 
Cornelius. Let us hear from him, for he knows all 
about it. After there "had been much disputing, Peter 
rose up,” and made a speech. Did he say, “Brethren, 
you are all mistaken. This dispute is uncalled for, and 
I am surprised at you all. Did you not know that cir¬ 
cumcision was excluded from the Pentecost Church, 
and we were not to recognize it in any way since then"? 
This is what he should have said, if the affirmation of 
our neighbors is correct. But he said nothing that 
even hinted that way. 

On the other hand, he virtually admits its existence, 
continuance in the Church, and recognition by all, until 
God himself ignored it, when the door of the Church 
was opened to the Gentiles by giving them the Holy 
Spirit and purifying their hearts through faith without 
circumcision. 
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He also tacitly admits that his speech on the day 
of Pentecost was a renewal of the Abrahamic cove¬ 
nant, when he said, “For the promise is unto you and 
to your children,” and consequently, he and all the 
new Church (being Jews) had depended upon the fact 
of being circumcised for the reception of divine favors; 
and all were astonished (see Acts 10. 45:) when God, 
ignoring that fact, blessed the uncircumcised Gen¬ 
tiles. Peter, in his speech before the council, says, God 
“put no difference between us and them, purifying their 
hearts by faith," not because of circumcision; virtually 
saying, " Hereafter with me (God) there will be no 
merit or virtue in outward ordinances.” 

So, too, when Peter was blamed by the members of 
the Pentecost Church for ignoring circumcision when 
he went to the house of Cornelius, he denied it, and 
said, “It was God who ignored it, not I.” And he de¬ 
fended himself by saying, “What was I, that I could 
withstand God?” This defence satisfied the Church 
then, and so “they held their peace and glorified God.” 
Peter did not ignore nor change the ordinance of the 
Church: God did it, as was his right to do. And this 
explanation satisfied not only the council, but "the 
whole Church”; and they were pleased with Peter’s 
explanation and understood God’s future plan: the 
Jews had received both circumcision and baptism; but, 
when the door was opened to the Gentiles, God let them 
enter without circumcision, and they only received 
baptism; teaching them that hereafter baptism in place 
of circumcision should be administered to all (Jew and 
Gentile) who came into the fold of Christ. 

This council was not a secret, but public, one; and a 
multitude of interested listeners heard all that was 
said; and, though up to this time circumcision had been 
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practiced in the Jewish part of the infant Church with¬ 
out question or objection, as the result of this decision 
the practice of circumcision ceased in the New Testa¬ 
ment Church. 

3. The speech of the apostle James, the president of 
the council. It decides the question before the coun¬ 
cil to the satisfaction of the whole Church, and it also 
decides the question of the oneness of the Church in 
both dispensations in our favor. He not only endorsed 
Peter’s statement of the case, but adds that it agreed 
with "the words of the prophets,” thus: “As it is writ¬ 
ten, After this I will return, and will build again the 
tabernacle of David, which is fallen down; and I will 
build again the ruins thereof, and I will set it up." 

He here declares that this work in which they had 
been engaged since the day of Pentecost was only the 
fulfillment of the prophecy of Amos (Amos 9. 11-12:) 
in regard to the Old Testament Church, where God 
said he would “return and build again the tabernacle of 
David, which had fallen down, and was in ruins,” and 
would "set it up again." How this explains the Lord’s 
words about building his Church (Matt. 16. 18:) and 
setting up his kingdom (Dan. 2. 44:). No new 
Church or kingdom, but the repairing, renewing, and 
enlarging the old one—"the tabernacle of David.” And 
the reason assigned for the enlargement of this good 
old Church was, "That the residue of men might seek 
after the Lord, and all the Gentiles, upon whom my 
name is called saith the Lord, who doeth all these 
things." This proves that our explanation that “build¬ 
ing the Church” and “setting up the kingdom” re¬ 
ferred to the renewing and enlarging the Old Testa¬ 
ment Church in the nczo dispensation, instead of be¬ 
ginning a new one, for the benefit of all the world, was 
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scriptural, and is tile same as this that is given by the 
apostle James. 

This pre-eminent council of the New Testament 
Church teaches through its inspired president, the 
apostle James, the oneness of the Church; and that for 
the twenty years since Pentecost they had been fulfill¬ 
ing the prophecies concerning the future prosperity 
and glory of the Old Testament Church in the build¬ 
ing up and success of the net a one. 

It also shows that circumcision was observed, and its 
validity in the new Church recognised up to the time of 
the convening of this council. 

Here we could safely rest our argument on this pro¬ 
position, having clearly proved it; but have more evi¬ 
dence to present before we pass to the next. 

Our neighbors refer us to Christ’s statement, "On 
this rock I will build my Church,” and defiantly ask 
us, “ Was Abraham built upon this rock”? 

We answer, Yes, and refer in proof to John 8. 56: 
"Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my.day: and he 
saw it, and was glad.” The gospel was preached to 
him (Gal. 3. 8:). Then they ask, “But is this rock in 
the Abrahamic covenant”? We reply, “Do you mean, 
Is Christ in the Abrahamic covenant ” ? Then we will 
let the Scripture answer. 1 Cor. 10. 3-4: “And did 
all eat the same spiritual meat; and did all drink the 
same spiritual drink; for they drank of that spiritual 
Rock that followed them: and that Rock was Christ.” 
Again they ask us, "Who were held over from the old 
to begin the new Church” ? 

We reply. This question begs the point in dispute. 
There was no disbanding and reorganizing as your 
question implies. The work of reformation and 
change began in the old Church, and was confined en- 
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tirely to its members until God opened the door to the 
Gentiles through Peter: and, even then the jews ob¬ 
jected to their coming into the Church with them, not 
being circumcised, until convinced that it was the will 
and work of God (Acts n. 15-18:). 

Wesley’s work and societies in the Church of Eng¬ 
land is a somewhat similar case. It was all done and 
continued within that Church till Wesley died, and 
then separation became necessary. 

How was the new-old Church rebuilt— "built again 
and set up”? Paul thus explains how it was done; 
Eph. 2. 11-22: “Wherefore remember, that ye being 
in time past Gentiles in the flesh, who are called Uncir¬ 
cumcision by that which is called the Circumcision in 
the flesh made by hands; that at that time ye were with¬ 
out Christ, being aliens from the commonwealth of 
Israel, and strangers from the covenants of promise, 
having no hope, and without God in the world: but 
now, in Christ Jesus, ye who sometimes were far off 
are made nigh by the blood of Christ. For he is our 
peace, who hath made both one , and hath broken down 
the middle wall of partition between us; having abol¬ 
ished in his flesh the enmity, even the law of command¬ 
ments contained in ordinances; for to make in himself 
of twain one new man, so making peace; and that he 
might reconcile both unto God in one body by the cross, 
having slain the enmity thereby: and came and 
preached peace to you which were afar off, and to them 
that were nigh. For through him we both have access 
by one Spirit unto the Father. Now, therefore, ye are 
no more strangers and foreigners, but fellow citizens 
with the saints, and of the household of God; and are 
built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, 
Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner stone; in 
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whom all the building fitly framed together groweth 
unto a holy temple in the Lord: in whom ye also are 
buildcd together for a habitation of God through the 
Spirit.” 

This quotation teaches, as strongly as language can, 
that the Old Testament Church is God’s, and contains 
his chosen people. Paul, in speaking of its members, 
calls them "saints,” and "of the household of God (v. 
19)”: and designates them as, “Them that were nigh 
(v. 17).” And the Gentiles, who were not members of 
that Church and still in their sins, are described as 
“ Those who were afar off” — as “aliens from the com¬ 
monwealth of Israel”—“strangers from the covenants 
of promise, having no hope, and without God in the 

What stronger language could be used to declare 
the fact that the pious Jews were, and the Gentiles were 
not, in the Church of God? 

But what was in the way of their coming together 
in one body, and what kept the Gentiles so "far off”? 
Paul replies, "The middle wall of partition between 
us.” Can this be removed, so that the Gentiles can 
come "nigh," and be made one with the pious Jews in 
"the household of God” ? Has it been done ? by whom 
and how? Paul declares that “Christ Jesus hath 
broken it down”; and informs us that the Lord had 
"slain and abolished in his flesh the enmity.” What 
was this enmity that made such a separation and kept 
the Gentiles so far away? Paul explains, thus: “The 
law of commandments contained in ordinances”— 
mainly the ordinance of circumcision. For he reminds 
the Gentiles that they were “called Uncircumcision by 
that which is called the Circumcision in the flesh made 
by hands.” 
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Circumcision, then, was in the way, and was a "wall 
of partition,” because it was commanded and necessary 
—an ordinance or token in the olden time through 
which the covenanted mercies of God would come to 
his chosen people, as a type or shadow of Christ. But 
the apostle declares that the Lord has abolished this 
enmity, and taken from this and all other outward ordi¬ 
nances their efficacious power hereafter through the 
marks "in his desk" (v. 15) ; and henceforth all, both 
Jews and Gentiles, are saved, "brought nigh, and made 
one by the blood of Christ.” In the new dispensation 
outward ordinances will have no efficacious or merito¬ 
rious power, but will simply symbolize the cleansing 
work of the blood of Christ. 

The apostle (2 Cor. 5. 17:) says, “Therefore if any 
man be in Christ, he is a new creature." And he fur¬ 
ther adds (Gal. 5. 6:), “For in Jesus Christ neither cir¬ 
cumcision availeth anything, nor uncircumcision; but 
faith which worketh by love.” Again, Gal. 6. 15; “For 
in Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything, 
nor uncircumcision, but a new creature." And he thus 
explains it (1 Cor. 7. 19:), “Circumcision is nothing, 
and uncircumcision is nothing, but the keeping of the 
commandments of God.” 

So now, when baptism as an ordinance in the Church 
of Christ displaces circumcision, it has no efficacy or 
merit, but is a sign or token of the cleansing work by 
the blood, just as the bread and wine of the Lord’s 
Supper symbolise the body and blood of Christ. 

In these quotations the apostle teaches that the Lord 
will "put no difference” between the circumcised and 
uncircumcised—between the baptized and unbaptized, 
but will save all alike, and remit their sins through 
faith in his blood: for “the middle wall of partition” or 
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the power of ordinances is broken down and abolished 
by his bleeding body on the cross. But is this to be a 
new Church with new principles and members? What 
saith the Scripture? “For through him we both have 
access by one Spirit unto the Father. Now, therefore, 
ye are no more strangers and foreigners, but fellow 
citizens with the saints, and of the household of God.” 

This is what was done: the Gentiles were so changed 
and transformed by the death and blood of Christ, that, 
from "strangers and foreigners," they became "fellow 
citizens with the saints,” and members "of the house¬ 
hold of God.” 

Again, was it to be built on an entirely new founda¬ 
tion? The apostle answers, On the old foundation 
with an addition because of the enlargement of the 
Church in the new dispensation: “And are built upon 
the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus 
Christ himself being the chief corner stone.” . The 
prophets were the foundation of the old Church; and 
now the apostles are placed under the enlargement as 
an addition to the old foundation. And then comes 
the work of fitting the addition to the old building, so 
that it will be symmetrical and perfect. So the apostle 
explains: “In whom all the building fitly framed to¬ 
gether groweth unto a holy temple in the Lord: in 
whom ye also are builded together for a habitation of 
God through the Spirit.” This quotation (Eph. 2. II- 
22:) plainly teaches the enlargement of the old Church 
by the addition of the Gentiles through Christ; who 
changes them from “aliens (strangers and foreigners) 
from the commonwealth of Israel” to “fellow citizens 
of the household of God” by his blood; making them 
one with the Jews, not by building a new Church, but 
by breaking “down the middle wall of partition be- 
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tween them”: so that “in him all the building fitly 
framed together” might “grow unto a holy temple in 
the Lord.” No longer shall the Gentiles be deprived 
of the covenanted mercies of God, but in Christ are 
“builded together with the Jews for an habitation of 
God through the Spirit." No new Church organiza¬ 
tion is taught or even suggested here. 

Another place where the apostle teaches the oneness 
of the Church is, Rom. 15. 8-12: “Now I say that 
Jesus Christ was a minister of the circumcision for the 
truth of God, to confirm the promises made unto the 
fathers: and that the Gentiles might glorify God for 
his mercy as it is written. For this cause I will con¬ 
fess to thee among the Gentiles, and sing unto thy 
name. And again he saith, Rejoice, ye Gentiles, with 
his people. And again, Praise the Lord, all ye Gen¬ 
tiles; and laud him, all ye people. And again, Esaias 
saith, There shall be a root of Jesse, and he that shall 
rise to reign over the Gentiles; in him shall the Gentiles 
trust." 

How plain and conclusive is the statement of the 
apostle here, that Christ was in the old Church as the 
minister of circumcision for two reasons, or to accom¬ 
plish two objects; viz.: “to confirm the promises made 
unto the fathers”; and “that the Gentiles might glorify 
God for his mercy.” To prove this he quotes from the 
song of David in Psalms 18. 49-50:; then from the 
song of Moses in Deut. 32. 43:, then again from the 
song of the old Church (Psalms 117. 1:); and then 
from the prophecies of Isaiah (Ch. II. 10:). 

Yes, “Rejoice, ye Gentiles, with God’s people”— with 
Christ’s 'people. 

How could the Gentiles join with the Jews in the 
song of Moses unless they were in the same Church? 
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But this song belonged to, and was sung in, the old 
Church; but, when the Gentiles joined in the song, they 
were in the new Church; therefore the Church is one, 
because Christ “had reconciled both unto God in one 
body by the cross, having slain the enmity thereby." 

True the Church is larger, stronger, and more glori¬ 
ous now; but he who denies its existence in the olden 
time, acts as foolishly as he who denies his boyhood 
because now he is a man. 

More than this, the Lord Jesus identifies himself (as 
the apostle does here) with the members of the old 
Church, thus; Matt. 15. 24: "But he answered and 
said, I am not sent but unto the lost sheep of the house 
of Israel.” And he instructed his disciples to “go 
rather unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel.” He 
was their “minister to confirm unto them the promises 
made unto the fathers”—the promises of the Abra- 
hamic covenant. They belonged to him. John I. II: 
“He came unto his own, and his own received him not.” 
Acts 13. 46-47: “Then Paul and Barnabas waxed 
bold, and said, It was necessary that the word of God 
should first have been spoken to you: but seeing ye put 
it from you, and judge yourselves unworthy of ever¬ 
lasting life, lo, we turn to the Gentiles. For so hath 
the Lord commanded us, saying, I have set thee to be a 
light of the Gentiles, that thou shouldest be for sal¬ 
vation unto the ends of the earth.” Yes, “To the Jew 
first, and also to the Greek.” 

What a priceless part the Jew had in Christ through 
the promises of the Abrahamic covenant! No wonder, 
then, Peter on the day of Pentecost informed his Jew¬ 
ish hearers, who wished to accept Christ, that it was 
their privilege so to do, “for the promise was unto them 
and to their children,” How the Abrahamic covenant 
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underlies all the work of Christ! I Cor. 12. 13: “For 
by one Spirit are we all baptized into one body, whether 
we be Jews or Gentiles, whether we be bond or free; 
and have been all made to drink into one Spirit.” 
Again, Eph. 1. 10: “That in the dispensation of the 
fulness of times he might gather together in one all 
things in Christ, both which are in heaven, and which 
are on earth; even in him." How glorious this one¬ 
ness which brings heaven and earth together in Christ 1 
Also the oneness of Jew and Gentile! 

Eph. 3. 5-6: “Which in other ages was not made 
known unto the sons of men, as it is now revealed un¬ 
to his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit; that the 
Gentiles should be fellow heirs, and of the same body, 
and partakers of his promise in Christ by the gospel.” 

It would not be complete work if Christ should leave 
out the saints of old, and embrace in his fold only the 
new! No, no. He gathers both into the same body, 
and makes us fellow heirs with the saints of old, even 
including those who had gone to heaven. Eph. 3. 15: 
"Of whom the whole family in heaven and earth is 
named.” Praise the Lord! His Church is so built 
and organized, that it is the family of God, including 
all the children of the family, all the saints today and all 
the saints of old—all on earth and all in heaven—not 
two different families, but one. One family we dwell 
in him, from Abraham “who is the father (Rom. 4. 
16:) of us all” to the end of time. 

In the former days the family kept the feast of the 
passover in its symbol form by shedding a lamb’s blood 
and eating its flesh; but now the family keep it in its 
real form by trusting in the broken body and shed 
blood of “the Lamb of God which taketh away the sin 
of the world”; and observe it outwardly in the ordi- 
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nance of the Lord’s Supper. And of this the apostle 
speaks, I Cor. 5. 7-8: “Purge out therefore the old 
leaven, that ye may be a new lump, as ye are unleav¬ 
ened. For even Christ our passover is sacrificed for 
us: therefore let us keep the feast, not with old leaven, 
neither with the leaven of malice and wickedness; but 
with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth.” 

The Lord teaches the oneness of the Church in this 
parable, Matt. 21. 33-43: “Hear another parable. There 
was a certain householder, which. planted a vineyard, 
and hedged it round about, and digged a wine-press in 
it, and built a tower, and let it out to husbandmen, and 
went into a far country: and when the time of the fruit 
drew near, he sent his servants to the husbandmen, 
that they might receive the fruits of it. And the hus¬ 
bandmen took his servants, and beat one, and killed 
another, and stoned another. Again he sent other serv¬ 
ants more than the first: and they did unto them like¬ 
wise. But last of all he sent unto them his son, saying, 
They will reverence my son. But when the husband¬ 
men saw the son, they said among themselves, This is 
the heir; come, let us kill him, and let us seize on his 
inheritance. And they caught him, and cast him out 
of the vineyard, and slew him. When the Lord there¬ 
fore of the vineyard cometh, what will he do unto those 
husbandmen? They say unto him, He will miserably 
destroy those wicked men, and will let out his vineyard 
unto other husbandmen, which shall render him the 
fruits in their seasons. Jesus saith unto them, Did ye 
never read in the Scriptures, The stone which the 
builders rejected, the same is become the head of the 
corner: this is the Lord’s doing, and it is marvellous in 
our eyes. Therefore I say unto you, The kingdom of 
God shall be taken from you, and given to a nation 
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bringing forth the fruits thereof.” Nothing can be 
clearer than this. “Vineyard” in the parable and 
“kingdom of God” in the application mean the same 
thing—the Abrahamic Church, which is not to be lorn 
down or destroyed, but transferred —"taken from you 
and given to" others. 

The Lord declares, This Church will simply change 
hands. He certainly understands his business, and we 
should unhesitatingly accept his explanation. Rom. 
ii. 16-27: “For if the first fruit be holy, the lump is 
also holy: and if the root be holy, so are the branches. 
And if some of the branches be broken off, and thou, 
being a wild olive tree, wert graffed in among them, 
and with them partakest of the root and fatness of the 
olive tree; boast not against the branches. But if thou 
boast, thou bearest not the root, but the root thee. 
Thou wilt say then, The branches were broken off, that 
I might be graffed in. Well; because of unbelief they 
were broken off, and thou standest by faith. Be not 
liighminded, but fear: For if God spared not the nat¬ 
ural branches, take heed lest he also spare not thee. 
Behold therefore the goodness and severity of God: on 
them which fell, severity; but toward thee, goodness, if 
thou continue in his goodness: otherwise thou also 
shalt be cut off. And they also, if they abide not still 
in unbelief, shall be graffed in: for God is able to graff 
them in again. For if thou wert cut out of the olive 
tree which is wild by nature, and wert graffed contrary 
to nature into a good olive tree; how much more shall 
these, which be the natural branches, be graffed into 
their own olive tree? For I would not, brethren, that 
ye should be ignorant of this mystery, lest ye should be 
wise in your own conceits, that blindness in part is 
happened to Israel, until the fulness of the Gentiles be 
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come in. And so all Israel shall be saved: as it is writ¬ 
ten, There shall come out of Sion the Deliverer, and 
shall turn away ungodliness from Jacob: for this is 
my covenant unto them, when I shall take away their 

In the last three verses of this quotation the apostle 
explains the allegory of the preceding verses; that the 
good olive tree represents the Old Testament Church 
or household of Israel; that “the wild olive tree” repre¬ 
sents the Gentile world—all away from God. This 
being so, it is easy to understand the other allusions in 
the allegory. “The root and fatness of the olive tree” 
then represents Christ in the Abrahamic covenant as 
the source and ground of all spiritual blessings, and 
the promises it contains. As the “good olive tree” rep¬ 
resents the Old Testament Church, the natural 
branches represent its members. “Some of the nat¬ 
ural branches (the backslidden members) were broken 
off because of unbelief." This displacement of the 
worthless "natural branches” gave place for the in¬ 
grafting of branches from “the wild olive tree.” So 
some of the Gentiles, accepting Christ by believing on 
him, became members (“were graded in”) with the 
believing Jews of this Church. 

The branches cut from “the wild olive tree (the be¬ 
lieving Gentiles) were grafted contrary to nature into 
the good olive tree”; and verse 17 says, “They were 
grafted in among them (the good “natural branches”), 
and “with them (these natural branches that remained 
on the good olive tree) partook of the root and fatness 
of the olive tree,” or the blessings through Christ. But 
these believing natural branches remained (were not 
broken oft) in “their own olive tree”; and the believing 
wild branches “were graded in among” these “natural 
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branches” into the same olive tree, to which the nat¬ 
ural branches belonged. But this olive tree was the 
Old Testament Church. Therefore the believing Gen¬ 
tiles (branches of “the wild olive tree”) became mem¬ 
bers (" were grafted in") with the believing Jews 
("among them”) of the Old Testament Church (“the 
good olive tree”). But the gentiles were received 
("grafted in”) into the New Testament Church after 
the day of Pentecost, some time after the opening of 
the new dispensation. Therefore the New Testament 
Church is the Old Testament Church enlarged so as to 
include believing Gentiles. The apostle adds. If the 
rejected Jews (“natural branches broken off because of 
unbelief”) remain "not in unbelief,” but return to the 
Lord, “they shall be grafted in again (shall be restored 
to membership) into their own olive tree.” God is able 
to do it. “Their own olive tree” is the Old Testament 
or Abrahamic Church. Now we have only the New 
Testament Church, which is to continue to the end of 
time; and, when they return, they will be received 
(“grafted in”) into this new Church. They have not 
yet returned, but when they do return (no matter when 
in the future) they will be received (“grafted in”) into 
the Abrahamic Church ("their own olive tree"). There 
will be only one Church at that time, the New Testa¬ 
ment Church; therefore the Old Testament or Abra¬ 
hamic Church is the same one Church through all the 
ages; and will be "the bride the Lamb’s wife” when he 
comes. “Amen. Even so, come, Lord Jesus.” May 
we all be ready when he comes! 

Our search through the New Testament has failed 
to find any instructions to the apostles, or intimations, 
that they should or did disband the old Church, and 
begin entirely anew: not even at the opening of the 
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new dispensation at Pentecost. The record of that 
day teaches the reverse; for Peter repeats and reaf¬ 
firms the provisions and privileges of the Abrahamic 
covenant; and instructs his Jewish hearers, because 
of their rights under that covenant, to come with their 
children, and together receive the benefits of Christ’s 
kingdom as before. " The promise is unto you and 
to your children.” Our argument is complete. We 
have proved that no new Church was organized by 
Christ or his apostles. 

Our fourth argument or proposition is, 

IV. In the new dispensation of the Church Chris¬ 
tian baptism supersedes circumcision. 

This necessarily follows from the oneness of the 
Church from the days of Abraham. And, as infants 
received circumcision by divine command, it also neces¬ 
sarily follows that they should be baptised unless for¬ 
bidden by the same authority. 

In the Old Testament Church by divine direction all 
male children were circumcised when eight days old. 
At the first administration of Christian baptism in the 
New Testament Peter exhorted the applicants for 
membership to “repent and be baptized,” and encour¬ 
aged them to do so by informing them that “the prom¬ 
ise was unto them and to their children." How this 
sounds like a repetition and renewal of the Abrahamic 
covenant! And this is the fact, for the Abrahamic 
was the Church in the days of Christ and his apostles, 
and also of the day of Pentecost. There was never 
any other Church of Christ before Pentecost; and, 
then, not an intimation of the beginning of a new one — 
nothing of the kind. 

It is only the continuance of the same Church with 
enlarged privileges and opportunities, and such 
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changes as was necessary for greater efficiency and 
success in the wide field of Christian activities now 
opened to it. 

Circumcision was the initiatory rite in the old dispen¬ 
sation, and baptism is in the new. We have proved 
that the Church is the same in both dispensations; 
therefore baptism supersedes circumcision. It fol¬ 
lows, then, conclusively that the same class of subjects 
that received the initiatory rite of the Church in one 
dispensation should also receive it in the other, unless 
expressly forbidden by the Lord; therefore infants 
should be baptized. 

Our neighbors reply, “Baptism and circumcision are 
so totally unlike that one can not supersede the other.” 
We admit that they are unlike, and affirm that this fact 
proves that one supersedes the other, because they are 
only alike in this respect that both are initiatory rites in 
the Church; and this is all the similarity required in 

Again they object, and affirm, that circumcision was 
a fleshly, not a religious, ordinance; required no faith 
from the recipient, therefore not an act of faith, while 
baptism is. 

We reply that baptism is no more an act of faith 
than any other Christian duty; while the statement in 
regard to circumcision is untrue in every particular. It 
was a religious ordinance; and Paul so affirms, Rom. 
2. 28-29: “For he is not a Jew, which is one outward¬ 
ly; neither is that circumcision, which is outward in the 
flesh: but he is a Jew, which is one inwardly; and cir¬ 
cumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in 
the letter; whose praise is not of men, but of God.” 

No more can be said in regard to baptism than this. 
It is surprising that any Bible student could believe 
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that circumcision was merely a fleshly ordinance! The 
Scriptures teach that it required faith also; for Abra¬ 
ham believed God, and then received circumcision as 
the sign or seal of his faith in the promises of God. 
Rom. 4. 3: “For what saith the Scripture? Abraham 
believed God, and it was counted unto him for right¬ 
eousness.” Paul here quotes from Gen. 15. 6:, and 
then he adds, Rom. 4. 11-16: “And he received the 
sign of circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of the 
faith which he had yet being uncircumcised: that he 
might be the father of all them that believe, though 
they be not circumcised; that righteousness might be 
imputed unto them also: and the father of circumcision 
to them who are not of the circumcision only, but who 
also walk in the steps of that faith of our father Abra¬ 
ham, which he had being yet uncircumcised. For the 
promise, that he should be the heir of the world, was 
not to Abraham, or to his seed, through the law, but 
through the righteousness of faith. For if they which 
are of the law be heirs, faith is made void, and the 
promise made of none effect: because the law worketh 
wrath: for where no law is, there is no transgression. 
Therefore, it is of faith, that it might be by grace; to 
the end the promise might be sure to all the seed; not to 
that only which is of the law, but to that also which is 
of the faith of Abraham; who is the father of us all." 

Faith is the prominent, central, thought and require¬ 
ment in all this argument. 

Gal. 3. 6-9: “Even as Abraham believed God, and it 
was accounted to him for righteousness. Know ye 
therefore that they which are of faith, the same are the 
children of Abraham. And the Scripture, foreseeing 
that God would justify the heathen through faith, 
preached before the gospel unto Abraham, saying, In 
thee shall all nations be blessed. So then they which 
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be of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham.” No 
wonder, then, that Paul so exultingly declares to his 
Gentile brethren (v. 29:) “And if ye be Christ’s then 
are ye Abraham’s seed , and heirs according to the 
promise." Plow plain the scriptural teaching on this 
subject! And what ignorance (to call it by no harsher 
name) of Scripture teaching do those show, who affirm 
that circumcision is only a fleshly ordinance, and re¬ 
quires no faith of its recipient! All is of faith. It is 
the basis of the Abrahamic covenant—of circumcision 
—of our being through Christ the children of Abra¬ 
ham and heirs of promise. 

If the infants of the old dispensation were “Abra¬ 
ham’s seed and heirs according to the promise,” then 
the infants of the new dispensation are also his "seed 
and heirs according to the promise,” for they belong to 
Christ; and he says (Matt. 19. 14:), “ For of such is 
the kingdom of heaven.” 

Circumcision in the olden time was the sign or "seal 
of the righteousness of faith,” yet infants then were 
circumcised: now baptism is the sign or seal of the 
same faith; therefore infants should be baptized. Rom. 
3. 29-30: “Is he the God of the Jews only? is he not 
also of the Gentiles? Yes, of the Gentiles also: seeing 
it is one God which shall justify the circumcision by 
faith, and uncircumcision through faith." How true 1 
It is the same God through all the ages; and he has al¬ 
ways required faith in his promises, from the days of 
Abraham, as the condition of receiving his blessings 
and the ordinances of his Church. As the ordinance of 
the Church by divine authority was administered to in¬ 
fants before Christ came, it should be since his coming, 
unless he explicitly forbade it. He has not, therefore 
they should be baptized. 
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Another objection is, "Only 'males received circum¬ 
cision.” This is true, and it is also true that, Only 
Jews were then members of the Church. Hence the 
necessity for a change, if the Church would be uni¬ 
versal and embrace all mankind. The first door into 
the Church was too narrow, admitting only Jews, and 
the initiatory rite too exclusive for its reception by fe¬ 
males ; so the Lord enlarged the door for all the world, 
and sent out his disciples to “preach the gospel to every 
creature”: and changed the initiatory ordinance from 
circumcision to baptism that all, both male and female, 
could receive it. And the record in Acts (8. 12:, 16. 
15:) shows that both classes were baptized. And Paul 
declares that in Christ all personal distinctions were 
blotted out. Gal. 3. 27-28: “For as many of you as 
have been baptized into Christ have put on Christ. 
There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond 
nor free, there is neither male nor female: for ye are all 
one in Christ Jesus.” What an open door for all! 
How grand the enlarged Church! Another objection 
raised is, “Circumcised persons were baptized”; in 
other words, "They received both circumcision and 
baptism.” 

True, but the objection helps our cause; for the 
disciples partook of both the Passover and the Lord’s 
Supper. It is admitted that the Lord’s Supper super¬ 
sedes the Passover; therefore baptism supersedes cir¬ 
cumcision, the objectors being witnesses. More than 
this, it is admitted that the Lord’s Day supersedes the 
Jewish Sabbath, and is now kept as God’s holy day. 

Here are three important changes, viz.; The Pass- 
over gives way to the Lord’s Supper; the Jewish Sab¬ 
bath to the Lord’s Day; and circumcision to baptism. 
We accept and observe all of them. But our neigh- 
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bors, while unhesitatingly they accept the first two, 
deny the last change; and yet there is no more evi¬ 
dence, if as much, in favor of the first two than the last. 

Their inconsistency we leave for them to explain. 
But, while denying that circumcision gives way to 
baptism, they unwittingly admit it, as these quotations 
from Mr. Campbell show. He (Baptism, p. in) says, 
“If one infant is bound by circumcision or baptism to 
the religion of its father, then all arc; for these rites 
are of the same significance and of the same obligation 
to all." 

HereMr. Campbell affirms that circumcision and bap¬ 
tism are both of them "rites”—as such they have “the 
same significance and obligation.” But one of these 
rites was observed in the old, and the other in the new 
dispensation; and, having “the same significance and 
obligation,” and the same Church, it follows that bap¬ 
tism supersedes circumcision. What can be plainer? 
Again he (Baptism, p. 272-273:) says, "Baptism, ac¬ 
cording to the Apostolic church, is both ‘a sign’ and ‘a 
seal’ of remission of all former sins.Cir¬ 

cumcision is said to have been, in one case at least, a 
sign and a seal. Baptism, in the same sense, and in a 
similar case, is also both a sign and a seal—the sign, 
however, at most, is only indicative of what has been 

sealed. Such, indeed, are all sensible signs. 

Baptism, though not an antitype of a type, a sign of a 
sign, or a seal of a seal, as some system-makers would 
make it when representing it as coming in the room 
and standing in the stead of circumcision, is, indeed, 
analogous to circumcision, as the Sabbath to the Lord's 
day, or as the Passover to the Lord's Supper, especially 
in this:—that in one point it is a sign of the burial and 
resurrection of the Lord Jesus, and of our burial and 
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resurrection in and with him; and in another point of 
view, a seal of the righteousness of faith, or the re¬ 
mission of all our past sins, through faith in his blood, 
then, and in that act, publicly expressed and confirmed. 
This, most unquestionably, is its place, its meaning, and 
importance in the Christian institution.” 

This quotation from Mr. Campbell proves all we 
claim; that circumcision and baptism are alike in these 
respects; both are signs and seals —have the same sig¬ 
nificance—are rites in the same Church. 

One is not now observed, while the other is the ob¬ 
served, rite of the Church; therefore baptism supersedes 
circumcision, Mr. Campbell being witness. 

He also declares that “baptism is analogous to cir¬ 
cumcision, as the Lord’s day to the Sabbath, or as the 
Lord’s Supper to the Passover”; but the Lord’s day 
and supper have superseded the Sabbath and the Pass- 
over. It follows, then, conclusively that baptism ha 1 - 
superseded circumcision. 

Bishop Merrill’s remarks (Baptism, p. 103-105:) at 
this point are very helpful; “The one Church is the 
body of Christ. It is the kingdom of heaven. It was 
begun as a visible organization in the family of Abra¬ 
ham, chartered by ' the everlasting covenant ’ which 
God made with him who was to be the father of many 
nations. It continued to exist under the dispensation 
of the law, and survived the expiration of the law by 
limitation. It started into new life under the Gospel, 
and will continue to be the Church and body of Christ 
until it shall be presented in the day of the Lord, a 
glorious Church without spot or wrinkle or any such 
thing. God never had any other Church. Christ never 
redeemed any other Church. The Holy Ghost never 
quickened any other Church. National distinctions are 
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nothing here. This Church knows nothing of the kind. 
Questions of ecclesiastical rule are foreign to its essen¬ 
tial being; they form none of its actual characteristics, 
and affect not its integrity as the Church of God. 
Forms of worship, and modes and ceremonies, can 
neither make nor destroy it. Denominational distinc¬ 
tions sink out of sight in this presence. It is not the 
Jewish Church, nor the Christian Church. God never 
named his Church. His covenanted people are his 
Church. This is the only name given them as an as¬ 
sociation. There is nothing in the Scriptures about a 
Jewish or a Christian Church. ... It was always 
God's Church, one and singular. ... It only 
passed from the bondage of pupilage to the freedom of 
maturity, carrying to this higher plane all the spiritual 
seed of Abraham, the heirs of promise.” Bishop Mer¬ 
rill’s statements are clear, strong, and convincing. 

Once more; at the circumcision of infants they were 
first named, and then circumcised as we learn from 
Luke I. 59-64:, 67: “And it came to pass, that on the 
eighth day they came to circumcise the child; and they 
called him Zacharias, after the name of his father. 
And his mother answered and said. Not so; but he shall 
be called John. And they said unto her. There is none 
of thy kindred that is called by this name. And they 
made signs to his father, how he would have him called. 
And he asked for a writing table, and wrote, saying, 
His name is John. And they marvelled all. And his 
mouth was opened immediately, and his tongue loosed, 
and he spake and praised God. . . . And his fath¬ 
er Zacharias zvas filled with the Holy Ghost, and proph¬ 
esied.” 

Here we are taught, that the naming and circumcis¬ 
ing of the infant John was approved by God, and 
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brought upon his father God’s smile, and he was filled 
with the Holy Ghost. 

What encouragement is this for us! . We are follow¬ 
ing scriptural example when we bring our little ones, 
and, naming them, have them baptized for the same 
reason that John was circumcised. 

We have this admission from Rev. D. B. Ford 
(Studies on Baptism, p. 258.) ; “There is, indeed, some 
resemblance, and it has been justly acknowledged by 
Baptist authors, between circumcision and Christian 
baptism; and we feel no hesitancy in calling baptism, 
as some'of the fathers did, ‘the Christian circum- 

Again, the truthfulness of our position is proved by 
the admission of this Baptist witness. 

On page 259 he says, “Prof. G. D. B. Pepper also 
asserts that ‘circumcision does point to the proper sub¬ 
jects of baptism. As the national Israel typified the 
spiritual Israel, the circumcision which immediately 
followed, not preceded, natural birth, bids us baptize 
children, not before, but immediately after, spiritual 
birth. As the spiritual facts pointed to by circumcis¬ 
ion and the passover were essentially the same with 
those symbolized by baptism and the supper, the rea¬ 
sons which required the undeviating order of sequence 
in the observance of those hold also of these.” 

Prof. Pepper not only admits, but affirms, that "the 
spiritual facts pointed to by circumcision and baptism 
are the same." He also states that “circumcision does 
point to the proper subjects of baptism,” but, instead of 
baptizing infants after “natural birth,” that we should 
baptize young converts immediately after conversion, 
or "spiritual birth.” Prof. Pepper overlooks the fact, 
that the conversion of an adult places him in the same 
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gracious state with the infant before God, “for of such 
is the kingdom of God” is the teaching of Christ. 
And because they are in the kingdom already, they are 
entitled to the privileges of the kingdom, for conversion 
can do no more for the adult than put him in the king¬ 
dom with the children, giving each the same privileges. 
Butlie contradicts himself when he states that “circum¬ 
cision points to spiritual facts,” and then denies to cir¬ 
cumcision any spiritual significance. It has the same 
spiritual significance (so says Mr. A. Campbell) as 
baptism. Both arc alike in this respect; and as infants 
are admitted to be proper subjects of circumcision, they 
are also proper subjects of baptism; therefore they 
should be baptised. Our fourth proposition is clearly 
and conclusively proved by the admissions of our 
neighbors, and by the plain teachings of Scripture. 

Christian baptism supersedes the rite of circumcision 
in the Church. 

Our fifth argument or proposition is, 

V. Infants, in regard to character or moral fitness, 
are proper subjects of Christian baptism. At this 
stage of the argument we are prepared to affirm au¬ 
thoritatively, that infants are proper subjects, and 
should be baptised. 

We have proved that the Scriptures teach the oneness 
of Christ’s Church, which began in the Abrahamic 
covenant. We have also proved by the same authority 
and by the admission of our neighbors, that circumcis¬ 
ion and baptism are similar, having “the same signifi¬ 
cance," each being a “sign” or “seal” of the righteous¬ 
ness of faith, and an initiatory rite in the Church; 
one being practiced in the old, and the other in the nezo, 
dispensation. 

Infants by divine authority received the old rite, and 
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consequently, should receive the new one, unless the 
Lord forbade it. Did he forbid the baptism of infants ? 
Will some one please tell us when he forbade their bap¬ 
tism, what was the language he used, and where his 
prohibitory command can be found ? This is a critical 
point in the argument, and all inferences will be ruled 
out. We demand the express command of the Lord hi 
language so plain and direct as to remove all doubt and 
prevent any misunderstanding; for in plain, unmistak¬ 
able words he commanded infants to be circumcised. 
Isaac shall be circumcised is plain. Gen. 21-4: “And 
Abraham circumcised his son Isaac being eight days 
old, as God commanded him." Everybody understands 
this command, transaction, and all. Nothing is left for 
inference. 

And we demand the same direct language in the com¬ 
mand which excludes infants from baptism. Our 
neighbors so boldly affirm, that the Lord forbids the 
baptism of infants, that we demand of them the proof. 
Where in the New Testament do we read that the Lord, 
in giving his instructions to his disciples, said to them, 
“I forbid the baptism of infants,” or “Baptism must be 
hereafter administered to adults only” ? We want the 
precise words of the Lord, forbidding their baptism. 
What reasons does he give for excluding from baptism 
those he admitted to circumcision? Had the babes so 
degenerated when he came, that he found it necessary 
to deprive them‘of the Church privileges he had pre¬ 
viously conferred upon them? What a strange pro¬ 
ceeding for the Lord, while enlarging the Church and 
opening the door for the admission of "every creature," 
to set the babes outside, and give them over to the cruel 
mercies of Satan! How strange to turn out the lambs, 
shut the door in their faces, and then open it to Gentiles 
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—to “dogs.” What had the Iambs done that he should 
so cruelly treat them ? 

What character does the New Testament give “the 
little children ?” Let us see. 

Matt. 19. 14: “But Jesus said. Suffer little chil¬ 
dren, and forbid them not, to come unto me; for of 
such is the kingdom of heaven.” 

What a heavenly character the Lord gives them! 
How he praises them, and, instead of refusing them 
and turning them out of doors, he confirms their mem¬ 
bership by saying, "Of such is the kingdom of heaven.” 
It was this that admitted them to circumcision. Does 
it now disqualify them for baptism? Certainly not. 
On this Lange (p. 342) says, “The ancient Church 
has rightly regarded this passage as a proof in favor 
of the doctrine of infant baptism. Our Lord here dis¬ 
tinctly states—I. That little children are capable of re¬ 
ceiving a blessing from his hands; 2. That this bless¬ 
ing refers to the kingdom of heaven, and their entrance 
into it; 3. He shows that it is accompanied by, and 
may be conveyed along with, a symbolical action. 
Baptists are apt to ignore the possibility of faith as a 
seed in the heart of infants, just as they fail to per¬ 
ceive the full idea of the Christian family, and of the 
blessing which may descend from Christian parentage. 
On the other hand, our Lord evidently includes chil¬ 
dren among those that are called into his kingdom, 
and who are intended to share the blessing of the 
Christian family.” 

Lange’s explanation of Jesus’ words is the true one, 
and shows that the Lord does not exclude but keeps 
the little ones in his kingdom. 

Lange (com. on Mark 9.42., p. 93) says, “Christ the 
defender and guardian of all beginnings of faith, and 
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of all germs of spiritual life; I. Through his Scrip¬ 
ture-word ; 2. Through his apostolical infant baptism, 
etc.” 

Mark ro.13-16: "And they brought young children 
to him, that he should-touch them; and his disciples re¬ 
buked those that brmight them. But when Jesus saw 
it, he was much displeased, and said unto them, Suffer 
the little children to come unto me, and forbid them 
not; for of such is the kingdom of God. Verily I say 
unto you, Whosoever shall not receive the kingdom of 
God as a little child, he shall not enter therein. And 
he took them up in his arms, put his hands upon them, 
and blessed them.” These words of the Lord do not 
teach that the little ones have been put out of doors, and 
thrust from his arms. No, no. They rightfully be¬ 
long to his kingdom, and find themselves in his arms, 
receiving his blessing. Rather, he tells us how we may 
enter therein, and share with them its blessings. 

On this passage Lange (p. 99) says, "The Lord wel¬ 
comes the little children not as mere figures of the 
poor in spirit and of simple believers. The symbol is 
inseparably connected with the reality: the child and 
the believer are one. In the childlikeness there is pres¬ 
ent the typical precondition of faith; that is, a germ of 
susceptibility which the word of God will fructify.” 

We could multiply such testimonies if desired. 
Luke (18. 15:) says, “And they brought unto him also 
infants (to brephe, their babes), etc.” 

These infants were too young to come, and so were 
brought to Jesus, doubtless by their mothers. What 
a chance this gave him to inform these parents and us 
too, that he came to establish a kingdom for adults on¬ 
ly, and from which all infants would be entirely de¬ 
barred. But his words will bear no such construction. 
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On the other hand, he not only declares that they be¬ 
long to him, but that they have model characters, to 
which adults must attain by instruction, by repenting 
and believing, before they are as well prepared either ' 
for baptism or a place with the little ones in his king¬ 
dom. 

Matt. 18. 2-4: “And Jesus called 0 little child unto 
him, and set him in the midst of them, and said, Verily 
I say unto you, Except ye be converted, and become 
as little children, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of 
heaven. Whosoever therefore shall humble himself as 
this little child, the same is greatest in the kingdom of 
heaven.” How the Lord indorses the character and 
moral fitness of little children as members of his king¬ 
dom and as models of the moral standing required of 
us for admission therein. The conclusion then is in¬ 
evitable, unless the kingdom of heaven is of less im¬ 
portance and sacredness than baptism, that infants are 
proper subjects of baptism as members of Christ’s 
kingdom. 

There are only two kingdoms in the spiritual world; 
—the kingdom of God, and that of Satan. To which 
of these kingdoms do the children belong? How dare 
any one assign them to Satan’s kingdom, when the 
Lord claims them as his, thus; “Of such is the king¬ 
dom of God.” 

Right here we are informed, “The Lord does not 
claim them, hut only says, ‘Of such is the kingdom of 
God,’ intending thereby to teach adults that childlike¬ 
ness will be the qualification for admission into his 
kingdom.” 

We reply, This is a contemptible quibble, for they be¬ 
long either to the Lord or Satan. Belonging to God 
they are proper subjects of baptism; belonging to Sa- 
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tan, the Lord committed an unpardonable blunder 
when he took a child belonging to Satan and declared 
it a model of his kingdom; and solemnly informed the 
people, that if they sought admission therein, they must 
become like such a child—a child of the Devil. How 
could one of Satan’s children be such a perfect model, 
that the Lord, instead of using one of his own, would 
use it to show us how to become the children of God ? 
“Such” is a word of comparison, and includes what is 
compared, as these quotations show. Matt. 9. 8: 
“But when the multitudes saw it, they marveled, and 
glorified God, which had given such power unto men.” 
Does not the word such include the power spoken of ? 
Mark 4. 33: “And with many such parables spake he 
the word unto them, as they were able to hear it.” 

Were not the spoken parables included ? If not, why 
are they used as the standard of comparison? Mark 
6. 2: “From whence hath this man these things? and 
what wisdom is this which is given unto him, that even 
such mighty works are wrought by his hands” ? 

Were none of these mighty works included at all? 
Luke 13. 2: “And Jesus answering said unto them, 
Suppose ye that these Galileans were sinners above all 
the Galileans, because they suffered such things”? 
Does not the word such mean what the Galileans suf¬ 
fered? Most certainly. So, when the Lord said of 
the “infants brought unto him,” “Of such is the king¬ 
dom of God,” he emphasized the fact of their member¬ 
ship, and endorsed their moral standing in his kingdom. 
Therefore they are entitled to the privileges of his 
kingdom, and should be baptized. 

And this shows the recklessness of the objectors, who 
resort to such quibbles to escape from the conclusion 
that infants are proper subjects of baptism. 
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Again, all, who die in infancy, arc qualified in moral 
character to enter heaven; consequently they are as 
fully qualified to receive baptism, and no candid man 
can deny it. 

But, reply our neighbors, “The Scriptures require 
that all candidates for baptism must be capable of per¬ 
sonally believing on Christ." 

We demand the proof, while emphatically denying it. 
No such teaching can be found in the Scriptures. 

Such a bold positive affirmation should be plainly, 
clearly, sustained by words that could not be misun¬ 
derstood or overlooked. 

They triumphantly quote as proof, “He, that be¬ 
lieveth and is baptized, shall be saved.” 

We reply, This passage teaches no such thing. It 
does not say, or even hint, that baptism must be con¬ 
fined to those capable of believing: nor do the Scrip¬ 
tures, either here or elsewhere, read thus; “He, that 
believeth not, shall not be baptized ”—nowhere. And 
nowhere does it read, “ Believe and be baptized. ” 
Such a passage would be a command, while the one 
quoted is only a statement. Nor does it teach that be¬ 
lieving must precede baptism, because it is mentioned 
first. Both could not be mentioned first; and the truth 
would remain unchanged if we read the text, “ He, 
that is baptized and believeth, shall be saved.” The 
facts remain the same as before. Literally translated 
it reads: “He, having believed (pistensas , aorist parti¬ 
ciple) and having been baptised (baptistheis, same as 
the other), shall be saved”; so that, if a person was 
baptized in infancy and afterwards believed, he would 
have complied with the statement of this text as fully 
as the adult, who was baptized on the profession of his 
faith. This passage, then, is not opposed to, but in 
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favor of, infant baptism; for he, who was baptized in 
infancy and afterwards believed on the Lord, has 
believed and has been baptized. He has fully complied 
with the teaching of Mark 16. 16: 

They also quote Acts 8. 37: “And Philip said, If 
thou believest with all thy heart, thou mayest.” 

But this text, though considered by most learned 
men as spurious, does not teach that all must be capa¬ 
ble of personally believing on Christ previous to bap¬ 
tism. The eunuch was, not an infant, but, an adult, 
of whom believing is always required before he can be 
saved, and stand with the infant in the kingdom of 
God. The infant is not required to be capable of per¬ 
sonally believing before he can be in the kingdom, but 
the Lord says he is already there. 

Again, the Scriptures recognize only two classes of 
human beings, believers and unbelievers. 

To which one do infants belong? If to the first, 
then they are believers, and entitled to believers’ bap¬ 
tism. But our neighbors put them into the second 
class, and declare them unbelievers, and so refuse to 
baptize them. 

Rev. Isaac Errett (late Editor of The Christian 
Standard, Cincinnati, O.) in his published pamphlet 
calls them, "Ignorant, unbelieving, unregenerate 
babes.” Is this their condition and standing before 
God ? Then all who die in infancy are hopelessly lost; 
for the Lord positively declares, “He, that believeth 
not, shall be damned"; not that he shall not be baf- 

Nowhere does the Lord instruct his disciples to re¬ 
fuse baptism to all who are incapable of believing on 
him, and confine baptism exclusively to those capable 
of exercising intelligent faith in him — nowhere. And, 
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if infants are unbelievers, their destiny is fearful, dying 
in infancy, Luke 12. 46: “The Lord of that servant 
will come in a day when he looketh not for him, and 
at an hour when he is not aware, and will cut him in 
sunder, and will appoint him his portion with the unbe¬ 
lievers." What is this portion? 

Rev. 21. 8: “ But the fearful, and unbelieving, and 
the abominable, and murderers, and whoremongers, 
and sorcerers, and idolaters, and all liars, shall have 
their part in the lake which bumeth with fire and 
brimstone, which is the second death.” 

What a terrible doom awaits the unbeliever! Is 
this the portion of all who die in infancy? No, no; 
a thousand times, no. 

Again, our neighbors quote triumphantly, Rom. 14. 
23: " For whatsoever is not of faith is sin”; and de¬ 
clare infant baptism is a sin because it “ is not of faith.” 
We reply, If this text .is properly used by them, and 
their reasoning is logical and correct, then infant salva¬ 
tion is also a sin, for it is not of faith either,—no more 
than infant baptism; therefore they are eternally lost. 
Think of it! Infants eternally lost for lack of faith! 
Do we commit sin every time we baptize an infant? 
Then God commits sin every time he saves one and 
takes it to heaven. This is shocking 1 Such reasoning 
savors strongly of blasphemy. The argument against 
infant baptism from lack of faith is as wicked as it is 
worthless; 

Again, they defiantly ask us, "Should infants be 
baptized, when they cannot believe ”? We reply by 
asking, Should they be saved, when they cannot be¬ 
lieve? 

But they boldly assert that “ Infants cannot believe.” 
We as boldly reply, They cannot disbelieve. 
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The vital question at this point is, Who are unbe¬ 
lievers? The true answer is, Those who reject the 
gospel — who can, but will not, believe. Infants and 
idiots are incapable of rejecting or refusing to be¬ 
lieve on Christ. They do not belong to the class of 
unbelievers; therefore they are believers. 

Our neighbors should remember the Savior’s warn¬ 
ing (Matt. 18. 10:) “Take heed that ye despise not 
one of these little ones; for I say unto you, That in 
heaven their angels do always behold the face of my 
Father which is in heaven.” How could the Lord 
speak of them in terms of higher praise and commenda¬ 
tion? What lovely characters, that their angels have 
direct access to the Father, and “ always behold his face 
in heaven”! And yet our neighbors rule them out as 
unfit, and indignantly refuse to baptize them. How 
differently the Lord felt and acted! 

We will prove from the Scriptures that they are be¬ 
lievers, and entitled to all the privileges of the be¬ 
liever. Mark 16. 16: " He, that bclieveth not, shall be 
damned.” Every unbeliever shall be damned; but all, 
who die in infancy, are not damned but saved; there¬ 
fore they are believers, not unbelievers. 

Acts 16. 31: " Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and 
thou shalt be saved.” Every believer in Christ is in a 
saved condition — is saved. Infants are in a saved 
condition; therefore they believe in Christ — are be¬ 
lievers. Logically and scripturally infants are believ¬ 
ers. The Lord Jesus himself says so. Hear him (Matt. 
18. 5-6:), “And whoso shall receive one such little 
child in my name receiveth me. But whoso shall of¬ 
fend one of these little ones which believe in me, it were 
better for him that a millstone were hanged about his 
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neck, and that lie were drowned in the depth of the 

This settles the question: the " little ones believe in ” 
him. He says so. Who then can deny it? 

But our neighbors reject this teaching, and affirm 
that the Lord meant by the expression “one of these lit¬ 
tle ones which believe in me,” his disciples and not 
the “little child.” 

But this is only another quibble. True, his disci¬ 
ples are included; but the Lord had “called a little 
child, and set him in the midst of them,” calling his 
disciples’ attention to the perfect standing of that one, 
and of such children, in his kingdom; and holding this 
little child up to them as a model for them to pattern 
after. Then he said to, not of, his disciples, “ Whoso 
shall receive one such little child in my name, receiveth 
me.” Here he means the little child in their midst; 
then he adds, still addressing his disciples, “But who¬ 
so shall offend one of these little ones which believe 
in me. etc., which proves conclusively that he was 
speaking of innocent little ones, a model of which he 
had placed in their midst. 

The disciples understood him to teach them that 
“the little ones (infants) were believers”; and so we 
never read of one of the apostles refusing to baptize 
an infant; for, when afterwards instructed to baptize 
believers, they remembered that the Lord while with 
them taught them that the little ones were model be¬ 
lievers in him. 

And this helps us to understand Peter’s reply to his 
Jewish hearers and inquirers on the day of Pente¬ 
cost, and the reason he gives why they should con¬ 
sent to be baptized; “For the promise- is unto you and 
to your children.” 
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His inquirers were all Jews; for salvation was not 
offered to the Gentiles until Peter preached the gospel 
to Cornelius and his household. 

Without doubt these Jews understood him to refer to 
the Abrahamic covenant and their privilege under that 
covenant to come with their children and receive bap¬ 
tism, as they had previously brought them to be cir¬ 
cumcised. 

No wonder that Peter, remembering the Lord’s 
words over the child he had called to him and placed 
in their midst as a true pattern of his kingdom for their 
imitation when he said, “ These little ones believe in 
me, ” answered them, in reply to their anxious inquiry, 
in the language of the old covenant that " the promise ” 
and privileges were still for their children as well as 
for themselves. And no wonder they accepted the in¬ 
vitation and came by the thousand, because they could 
come with their children as in time past; for the chil¬ 
dren were not excluded, but still included as partakers 
of the blessings of the kingdom. 

Here we are gravely told that Peter in his re¬ 
ply referred to the prophecy of Joel, in regard to the 
outpouring of the Holy Spirit, being then fulfilled; for 
he says, “ And ye shall receive the gift of the Holy 
Ghost, for the promise is unto you and to your chil- 

We answer, Taking this position they involve them¬ 
selves in insuperable difficulty; for they must admit 
that Peter’s words refer either to water or Spirit . 
tism, or both. 

Here is a dilemma with two horns, one of which they 
must take; — the reference is either to water baptism 
involving the baptism of infants, or to Spirit baptism 
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To avoid being impaled on the first horn, which ad¬ 
mits infants to water baptism, they take the second, 
which they will find sharper, more hopeless and deadly 
than the first; for it admits infants to Spirit baptism, 
which as far exceeds water baptism in requirements 
and importance as the real surpasses the symbol. If 
infants must be excluded from ritual baptism for lack 
of fitness, then surely they can not receive Spirit bap- 

But, if infants are included in “the promise” and 
receive the Holy Spirit with their parents, why may 
they not also receive ritual baptism with them? Do 
our neighbors answer, “Because ritual baptism is only 
received through faith.” 

We retort with emphasis, Spirit baptism is only re¬ 
ceived through faith; and their position involves them 
in a dilemma from which they can not extricate 
themselves; for if infants can not receive ritual bap¬ 
tism without a conscious act of faith, the impossibility 
of their receiving Spirit baptism without it is far 
greater. The fact is that faith is positively necessary in 
Spirit baptism as these passages show. John 7.39: “But 
this spake he of the Spirit, which they that believe on 
him should receive: for the Holy Ghost was not yet 
given; because that Jesus was not yet glorified.” Acts 
5.32: “And we are his witnesses of these things; and 
so is also the Holy Ghost, whom God hath given to 
them that obey him." 

Again, Acts 19. 2: “Have ye received the Holy 
Ghost since ye believed”? This last passage plainly 
teaches that believing precedes the reception of the 
Holy Spirit; but one may search the New Testament in 
vain for any such teaching in favor of ritual bap¬ 
tism. Where do we read, “ Have ye received ritual 
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baptism since ye believed”? There is no such reading 
in the Scriptures. 

It makes no difference, then, which horn of the di¬ 
lemma they choose; — whether Peter’s words re-enact 
the Abrahamic covenant ratifying infant baptism, or 
refer to the fulfillment of Joel's prophecy in which in¬ 
fants receive the Holy Spirit without faith. Either is 
death to them, while both sustain us, that infants 
should be baptized. 

But in either case Peter reaffirms the Abrahamic 
covenant; for Joel’s words were addressed to the mem¬ 
bers of the Abrahamic Church, reminding them that 
the promise of the Holy Spirit was in that covenant, 
and informed them that this promise would ere long be 
fulfilled — “ in the last days.” Nor shall it be con¬ 
fined to the Jews, but shall benefit all the world, for 
the Lord “will pour out his Spirit upon all flesh." 

Gal. 3. 14: “That the blessing of Abraham might 
come on the. Gentiles through Jesus Christ; that tec 
might receive the promise of the Spirit through faith." 
Here we are taught not only that “ the promise of the 
Spirit is through faith,” but that it is in the Abrahamic 
covenant — in “the blessing of Abraham’’; and also 
that the Gentiles might receive it. 

Gentiles, however, were not excluded, though Peter 
was addressing Jews when he said, “ The promise is 
unto you and to your children.” 

Who are the children? Rom. 9. 8: “That is, They 
which are the children of the flesh, these arc not the 
children of God: but the children of the promise arc 
counted for the seed.” Gal. 3. 16:, 29: “Now to 
Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He 
saith not, And to seeds, as of many; but as of one. And 
to thy seed, which is Christ. . . . And if ye be 
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Christ’s, then are ye Abraham's seed, and heirs accord¬ 
ing to the promise.” 

Once more our neighbors affirm that the word tekna, 
translated “ children,” means posterity, and should be 
so translated. We reply. Does not "posterity” include 
their children? What a shameless quibble to avoid 
admitting infant baptism being taught by Peter on the 
day of Pentecost 1 

While it sometimes means “posterity,” it is never 
so translated in the New Testament. 

But it does mean children in the family, as these 
passages prove. Matt. 2. 18: “Rachel weeping for 
her children, and would not be comforted, because 
they are not.” Matt. 18. 25: “ But forasmuch as he 
had not to pay, his lord commanded him to be sold, 
and his wife, and children, and all that he had, and 
payment to be made.” Luke 20. 29: “ And the first 
took a wife and died without children." Acts 21. 5:, 
21: “ And they all brought us on our way, with wives 

and children, till we were out of the city. 

Saying that they ought not to circumcise their chil- 

Eph. 6.1: “ Children, obey your parents in the Lord; 
for this is right.” I Tim. 3. 12: “ Let the deacons be 
the husbands of one wife, ruling their children and 
their own houses well.” 

The force of our neighbors’ arguments is, that "pos¬ 
terity means future generations." 

But, does not a man’s posterity include his children 
with the children’s children, even the little ones in their 
mother’s arms? Certainly. 

And so the Jews, receiving such instructions from 
Peter, would come with all their family, parents and in¬ 
fants, and be baptized. 
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In all probability some of the three thousand bap¬ 
tized that day were infants, for the record reads, “ And 
the same day there were added unto them about three 
thousand souls.” This report is just such as would be 
made, if the baptized was a mixed company of adults 
and little ones. 

But, if now only believing adults were to receive bap¬ 
tism, the report should, to correspond intelligently with 
the new ( ?) instructions, read, “ Three thousand men 
and women, or adult believers." Where is the proof 
that these “ three thousand ” were all adults, and that 
infants were from henceforth to be debarred from the 
privileges of the kingdom of God ? What had the “ lit¬ 
tle ones ” done, that now they must be denied the privi¬ 
leges of the kingdom to which they were at first en¬ 
titled, and of which they must now be deprived, be¬ 
cause receiving them would incur God’s severe dis¬ 
pleasure? The “ little ones ” had done nothing amiss, 
nor had the Lord denied them the privileges of his 
kingdom; for he came, not to contract his Church so 
as to shut out the children but to enlarge it, so as to 
admit all the world. 

Now there is room for all the “ little ones,” and all 
adults who become like them. 

So Peter’s hearers came and were baptized with their 
families; for they were not forbidden but instructed to 
bring their “ little ones ” with them. 

And we may expect to read of family or household 
baptisms in the record of their labors hereafter. 

Our sixth argument or proposition is, 

VI. The record of the baptism of families or 
households sanctions infant baptism. 

When the Church was first organized and circum¬ 
cision as a sign or " seal of the righteousness of faith” 
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was instituted, the head of the family represented his 
household—was.ro recognised byGod—was the one that 
believed and entered into covenant relations with, and 
received commands and instructions from, God; and 
obeyed by being circumcised himself and having all of 
his male household circumcised with him, both adults 
and children. Thus we read: Gen. 17. 10:, 12-13: 
" Every man child among you shall be circumcised. 
. . . And he that is eight days old . . . he 
that is born in thy house, and he that is bought with 
thy money, must needs be circumcised.” And this 
requirement was fully carried out. Gen. 17. 23: “ And 
Abraham took Ishmael his son, and all that were born 
in his house, and all that were bought with his money, 
every male among the men of Abraham’s house; and 
circumcised the flesh of their foreskin in the selfsame 
day, as God had said unto him.” In this way God be¬ 
gan his Church in the family of Abraham, recognizing 
him as its head, and giving him instructions to be car¬ 
ried out by him in his family, and conferring upon him 
Church privileges that through him every male member 
might also receive. 

Was the same course pursued by the apostles in the 
new dispensation? When the head of the family be¬ 
lieved and was baptized, did the apostles baptize all the 
members of the household also ? Certainly they would, 
recognizing the continuance and validity of the Abra- 
hamic covenant and would follow the divine pattern set 
them from the beginning. So we read (Acts 16. 14- 
15:), “ And a certain zooman named Lydia, a seller of 
purple, of the city of Thyatira, which worshipped God, 
heard us: zohose heart the Lord opened, that she at¬ 
tended unto the things which were spoken of Paul. 
And when she was baptized, and her household, she 
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besought us, saying. If ye have judged me to be faithful 
to the Lord, come into my house, and abide there. And 
she constrained us.” 

Here we have a case in the days of the apostles paral¬ 
lel to that of Abraham. Lydia was the head of the 
household as was Abraham. Like him she is the one 
who hears and attends unto Paul’s words — the only 
one of the family of whom it is said, "Whose heart 
the Lord opened”—who believed, and had her house¬ 
hold baptised with her. 

Now it matters not whether her household consisted 
of small or large children, or adults entirely, all were 
baptized with her on her faith and acceptance of the 
gospel. There is not the slightest intimation anywhere 
that any of her family besides herself believed at all. 

Our neighbors, however, knowingly inform us that 
“ Lydia’s baptised household contained no children but 
were adults in her employ. Indeed 1 Where did they 
learn this? Where is the evidence that she had any 
adults in her employ ? What says the record ? Simply 
this, “Lydia a seller of purple” — that’s all: not a 
word about her making it, or about any one employed 
to help her — only her household, and herself. If 
her household had “ little ones ” in it, then this in¬ 
stance proves the practice of infant baptism by the 
apostles. 

To avoid this conclusion our neighbors deny the 
presence of the " little ones,” and import adults (for 
there is not the least mention of any) into her house¬ 
hold; but, in trying to escape from one horn of the 
dilemma, they impale themselves upon the other, which 
hopelessly ruins their cause; because, then, the apos¬ 
tles would have to baptize unbelieving adults. Which 
is the more likely, that Lydia had her children or un- 
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believing adults baptized with her? In cither case it is 
parallel with that of Abraham ; for his household, con¬ 
sisting of children and men servants, was circumcised 
with him on the profession of his faith; Ishmael being 
thirteen years old at the time. 

Still they insist that the members of her household 
were adul! believers. We reply, Your insistence is 
only a supposition. We demand proof, first, that any 
were adults; and, secondly, that they believed in order 
to be baptized. 

No such proof can be produced, for there is no men¬ 
tion of adults in the whole record, nor of any one be¬ 
lieving but Lydia, which conclusively proves that she 
acted on Peter’s instruction, “ For the promise is unto 
you and to your children." 

We have now gained a strong point in our argu¬ 
ment, for the Lord said, "The little ones believe in 
me.” Therefore infants should be, and were, bap- 

Another instance is that of the Philippian jailer. 
Acts 16. 29-34: “Then he called for a light, and 
sprang in, and catne trembling, and fell down before 
Paul and Silas, and brought them out, and said, Sirs, 
what must I do to be saved? And they said. Believe 
on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved , and 
thy house. And they spake unto him the word of the 
Lord, and to all that were in his house. And he took 
them the same hour of the night, and washed their 
stripes; and was baptized, he and all his, straightway. 
And when he had brought them into his house, he set 
meat before them, and rejoiced, believing in God zvith 
all his house." 

This is a very plain case, for Paul, on the basis of 
the Abrahamic covenant, informs the jailer that his 
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faith will save him and his family. His faith secured 
salvation for his family. Why could it not also secure 
their baptism? It did, for we read, “He was bap¬ 
tized, and all his, straightway.” 

And this decides the question in our favor; for, in¬ 
stead of saying, " He and his household (which might 
be adults) were baptized,” it reads, “ He and all his,’’ 
which confines it to his own family. 

After recording their baptism Luke informs us that 
he believed for the whole family, thus (verse 34), 
“And rejoiced with all his house, he believing in God 
(kai aegalliato pantoikei pepisteukos to theo).” This 
is the literal reading of the original (Greek), deciding 
the question in our favor. 

He believe'd for himself and family, and rejoiced with 
all his house after the family baptism; just as Abraham 
did, when his family was circumcised. “Was bap¬ 
tized, he and all his ” — how similar to Peter’s words 
uttered at Pentecost, “ You and your children.” 

1 Cor. 1. 16: "And I baptized also the household of 
Stephanas,” The mention of this household baptism is 
significant from the fact that he had just spoken 
of baptizing individuals, Crispus and Gaius; and adds, 
“ I baptized also the household of Stephanas.” 

We have now the record of three household bap¬ 
tisms ; and, when we remember how small is the num¬ 
ber of recorded baptisms performed by the apostles, the 
record of individual cases being only twice as many as 
those of household baptisms, these are sufficient to 
establish the fact that, in the administration of the ordi¬ 
nances of the Church, whether circumcision in the old 
or baptism in the new dispensation, the same course 
was pursued; that, when the head of the family or 
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household believed in God, and received therefor the 
initiatory rite, all the family received it with him. 

When Abraham believed God, he received as the 
“ seal of the righteousness of his faith,” the rite of cir¬ 
cumcision ; and all his household, including Isaac only 
eight days old, received the rite with him: circumcised, 
he and all his, straightway. So, when the Philippian 
jailer believed God, he received the rite of baptism — 
"he and all his (including the least one of the fam¬ 
ily), straightway.” What could be more clearly 
proved ? 

One recorded instance of family baptism, like this of 
the Philippian jailer, is sufficient to prove that the prac¬ 
tice of the apostles was Abrahamic. “ For the promise 
is to thee and thy seed after thee" —“You and your 
children.” 

Thank God, the “ little ones ” have not been expelled 
from the kingdom, nor forbidden to receive baptism 
with their parents. 

This quotation from Lange (Com. on Matt., p. 187) 
is here inserted because clear, true, and to the point. 
“ The Lord sends his disciples to worthy heads of 
families, and through them, to their whole households. 
On account of the worthiness of the head of the family, 
the whole household is generally received into spiritual 
fellowship. And although there may be divisions in 
the house with reference to Christ, ver. 35, even these 
prove that, in itself and in its nature, the family must 
be regarded as a spiritual unit. Nowhere do we meet 
in such cases with a distinction of believing and in¬ 
different persons, but only with that of believing and 
unbelieving; it is not majors or minors, but friends or 
foes of Jesus. The latter break up the natural unity 
and fellowship of the family. Thus.the proto-evangel 
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was destined for the house of Adam; the ark contained 
the household of Noah (although Ham formed one of 
them) ; the promise was to Abraham and his house¬ 
hold; and circumcision was the bond of unity for the 
house of Israel. Similarly, the apostles planted the 
Church in believing families (Acts 16; *6; I Cor. I. 
16:).” 

How true; the unity of the family is a divine institu¬ 
tion in the Church of God. And here our attention is 
called to a fact that is very significant and suggestive. 
Nowhere in the “ Acts of the Apostles ” (covering a 
period of more than thirty years), nor in any of the 
Epistles is any record or even mention of the baptism 
of any child of a Christian family, who was excluded, 
because an infant, from baptism when his parents were 
baptized, but is now baptised because he is old enough 
to believe for himself. Such should be the reading of 
the record, if so new and radical a change, as excluding 
the “ little ones ” from receiving the initiatory rite of 
the Church with their parents, had been inaugurated; 
but as nothing of the kind is recorded, it follows that 
no such change occurred, and, consequently, the “ little 
ones ” received baptism with their parents. 

This being true, their membership would be recog¬ 
nized by the apostles when writing epistles to the 
Churches; and they with tfie other members should 
be instructed in regard to their duties also. Eph. I. 
1-2: “ Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ by the will of 
God, to the saints which are at Ephesus, and to the 
faithful in Christ Jesus: Grace be to you, and peace, 
from God our Father, and from the Lord Jesus 
Christ.” In beginning this epistle to the Church at 
Ephesus, Paul addresses the members in general terms, 
thus: “ To the saints and the faithful in Christ Jesus.” 
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In the latter part he addresses each class separately, 
thus, (Eph. s. 22-25: and 6. 1-9:), "Wives, submit 
yourselves unto your husbands, as unto the Lord. For 
the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is 
the head of the church: and he is the Savior of the 
body. Therefore as the church is subject unto Christ, 
so let the wives be to their own husbands in everything-.' 
Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved 
the church, and gave himself for it. . . . Children, 
obey your parents in the Lord: for this is right. Honor 
thy father and mother; which is the first commandment 
with promise; that it may be well with thee, and thou 
maycst live long on the earth. And, ye fathers, pro¬ 
voke not your children to wrath: but bring them up 
in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. Servants, 
be obedient to them that are your masters according 
to the flesh, with fear and trembling, in singleness of 
your heart, as unto Christ. . . . And ye, masters, 
do the same things unto them, forbearing threatening: 
knowing that your Master also is in heaven; neither 
is there respect of persons with him.” 

This quotation shows that the Church is composed 
not only of individual members, but also of households 
or families, consisting of parents, children, and serv¬ 
ants; and each class is instructed in its respective du¬ 
ties. By including the children in his instructions to 
the different classes of Church members in the family, 
Paul indorses their membership, and thus stands with 
Peter on the platform of the Abrahamic covenant, and, 
consequently, the children should receive the privileges 
to which their membership entitles them. Again we 
quote from 

Col. 1. 1-2: “ Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ by 
the will of God, and Timothcus our brother, to the 
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saints and faithful brethren in Christ which are at Co- 
losse: Grace be unto you, and peace, from God our 
Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.” 

In this epistle to the Church at Colosse Paul ad¬ 
dresses the members, as he did those at Ephesus, by 
calling them, “The saints and faithful brethren in 
Christ.” And, as in the epistle to the Ephesians, lie 
shows that he means the “ little ones” too in thus ad¬ 
dressing the brethren, by instructing them as well as 
the other " saints and faithful brethren in Christ,” 
thus: 

Col. 3. 18-22:, 4. 1: " Wives, submit yourselves 
unto your own husbands, as it is fit in the Lord. Hus¬ 
bands, love your wives, and be not bitter against them. 
Children, obey your parents in all things: for this is 
well pleasing unto the Lord. Fathers, provoke not 
your children to anger, lest they be discouraged. 
Servants, obey in all things your masters according to 
the flesh; not with eye-service, as men-pleasers; but in 
singleness of heart, fearing God. . . . Masters, 
give unto your servants that which is just and equal; 
knowing that ye also have a Master in heaven." 

By these quotations we see that the apostle includes 
the children of the Christian families among “ the 
saints and faithful brethren in Christ,” and teaches that 
the household or family is an institution within the 
Church. What more is needed to convince any candid 
person that the apostle recognized and addressed the 
children as members of the Church? 

Our chain of evidence is complete and our scriptural 
argument conclusive; infants should be baptized; and 
the disobedient are those who refuse to baptize them. 

VII. The testimony of the Fathers for the first 
eleven centuries sustains infant baptism as the practice 
of the Church during that time. 
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Not one in all that time opposed it, either as an 
innovation or as contrary to the teaching or practice of 
the apostles. This is a very significant fact; for infant 
baptism exists in the Church today, and always has 
existed so far as we can learn; and there is no proof 
that there has been any period of time in the history 
of the Church when it was unknown, or was not 
practiced. We can trace it back almost, if not entirely, 
to the days of the apostles; and until the twelfth cen¬ 
tury the baptism of infants did not cause in the Church 
either murmur, complaint, or debate. 

We introduce the Church Fathers, not as expositors 
of scriptural teaching, but as witnesses of the facts in 
the case before us. They discussed questions concern¬ 
ing the import and usefulness of infant baptism, and 
why it should be practiced; but not one even suggested 
that it did not originate with the apostles, or hint that 
it was an innovation. 

On the theory of our neighbors their silence in this 
direction is inexplicable; and, though indirect, is a 
powerful argument for infant baptism: for every inno¬ 
vation, of which we have any information, was fiercely 
opposed; and, consequently, the time of its introduc¬ 
tion is known. But we look in vain for any such 
statement about infant baptism. On this point Bishop 
Merrill (Baptism, p. 142-143) well says, “For the 
space of eleven hundred years after the birth of Christ, 
there was not a single society of Christians, on the face 
of the earth, that called in question the propriety of 
infant baptism, on any ground or plea whatever; and 
it was not opposed on the ground now taken against 
it by anti-Pedobaptists for fifteen hundred years after 
the Christian era. At the present time, all the great 
branches of the Church baptize infants — Greek, Cop- 
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tic, Roman Catholic, and Protestant — except those 
denominations which have, in modem times, fallen into 
the notion that immersion is the only baptism; and 
all these have practiced it from the beginning of their 
history. Go back to the twelfth century, and the 
practice was universal. Go back to the sixth century, 
and the same is true. Go back to the third century, 
and there is not a syllable of testimony that any 
Church in the world refused to baptize infants. Then, 
if it was an innovation, brought into the Church with¬ 
out authority from the apostles, there ought to be at 
least some record, somewhere, that would indicate the 
existence of agitation or debate, or that would show 
some reason for its acceptance. But there is not to 
be found the slightest trace of any agitation, surprise, 
defense, apology, or debate, to show that any one ques¬ 
tioned the apostolical authorization of the practice.” 

The truthfulness of Bishop Merrill’s statements can 
not be denied, for every mention of infant baptism 
connects it with apostolic practice and sanction. 

Rev. N. Doane (Inf. Bap. p. 156) says, “ Not less 
than six of the Christian Fathers, namely, Irenaeus, 
A. D. 178; Hippolytus, 222; Epiphanius, 370; Philas- 
trius, 380; who, according to Mosheim, ‘traveled 
nearly all over the Roman Empire, combating and en¬ 
deavoring to convert, errorists of every sort ’; Augus¬ 
tine, 428; and Theodoret, 430, (besides Tertullian and 
others who wrote less extensively upon the subject,) 
wrote each the history of all the sects, schisms, and 
heresies that were known to have existed from the 
days of Simon Magus down to their times; describing 
minutely, and with a careful hand, the rise, progress, 
and final issue, so far as known, of every erratic theo¬ 
logical opinion, and anti-Christian practice. 
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"But they have nowhere mentioned infant baptism 
except as divinely instituted and universally re¬ 
ceived.” 

Still the opposers of infant baptism affirm that.it is 
an innovation in the Church. 

We demand the proof. If an innovation and with¬ 
out apostolic authority, they must explain why there 
was no controversy over it, and no record of its intro¬ 
duction. Who baptized the first infant, and when, and 
where? They must furnish convincing historical proof 
of the time, place, and name of the administrator of 
baptism to an infant for the first time in the Church. 
Who was he, that first dared perform such a sacri¬ 
legious act, and introduce such a wicked practice into 
the Church? 

Wc shall rightfully reject everything but plain, posi¬ 
tive proof on this point; and, as the facts are against 
them, we brand their affirmation as a base fabrication 
and subterfuge. 

Why was it never called in question, or its apostolic 
■ origin doubted for so many centuries after Christ? 
Because all the facts are in its favor. 

Following the course pursued by Bishop Merrill, we 
will begin the testimony of the Fathers at the time the 
practice is admitted to be universal, and then trace it 
back to the days of the apostles, and see if the evidence 
does not center in the established fact that the apostles 
practiced infant baptism. 

The first that we will introduce is 

I. The testimony of the Council of Carthage, held 
in the city of Carthage, A. D. 253. 

Sixty-six bishops, representing nearly the whole 
Christian world, composed this council. They received 
a letter from Fidus asking whether the law of. cir- 
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cumcision should be observed in the baptism of infants, 
so that they should not be baptized until eight days 
old. 

The following is their reply (Cyprian, Epistle 58., 
vol. I., p. 196-199): “Cyprian, and others his col¬ 
leagues who were present in council, in number sixty- 
six, to Fidus their brother, greeting. ... In re¬ 
spect of the case of infants, which you say ought not to 
be baptized within the second or third day after their 
birth, and that the law of ancient circumcision should 
be regarded, so that you think that one who is just 
born should not be baptized and sanctified within the 
eighth day, sac all thought very differently in our 
council. For in this course which you thought was to 
be taken, no one agreed; but we all rather judge that 
the mercy and grace of God is not to be refused to any 
one born of man. . . . Moreover, belief in divine 
Scripture declares to us, that among all, whether in¬ 
fants or those who are older, there is the same equality 
of the divine gift. . . . But again, if even to the 
greatest sinners, and to those who had sinned much 
against God, when they subsequently believed, remis¬ 
sion of sins is granted — and nobody is hindered from 
baptism and from grace — how much rather ought we 
to shrink from hindering an infant, who, being lately 
born, has not sinned, except in that, being born after 
the flesh according to Adam, he has contracted the con¬ 
tagion of the ancient death at its earliest birth, who ap¬ 
proaches the more easily on this very account to the 
reception of the forgiveness of sins—that to him are 
remitted, not his own sins, but the sins of another. 
And therefore, dearest brother, this was our opinion 
in council, that by us no one ought to be hindered from 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


baptism and from the grace of God, who is merciful 
and kind and loving to all. Which, since it is to be 
observed and maintained in respect of all, we think is 
to be even more observed in respect of infants and 
newly-born persons, who on this very account deserve 
more from our help and from the divine mercy, that 
immediately, on the very beginning of their birth, la¬ 
menting and weeping, they do nothing else but entreat. 
We bid you, dearest brother, ever heartily farewell.” 

This testimony clearly proves that the practice of 
infant baptism in the Church was universal; for this 
council was a representative one, and composed of the 
chief pastors of the Church, representing all parts of 
the Christian world. 

Besides, the decision in favor of baptizing infants 
in their earliest infancy was unanimous, with not one 
dissenting voice; and this is strong proof that infant 
baptism was, not only universally practiced, but of 
very long standing in the Church. 

And when we remember that this council was held 
within one hundred and fifty-three years of the death 
of the apostle John, we must be convinced that an inno¬ 
vation of that kind could not become so soon the uni¬ 
versal practice of the entire Church — so universal as 
not to find in this representative council one dissenting 
voice; nor in all this time one word written about, or 
objection to, its introduction. 

The only satisfactory explanation that can be given 
is, Infant baptism is apostolic. 

Cyprian, the president of this council, a very learned 
and pious man, was fifty-three years of age —was 
made bishop, A. D. 248; and in five years after the 
meeting of this council was put to death as a martyr 
for his faith in Jesus. And many more of the members 
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of this great council, soon after its close, suifered mar¬ 
tyrdom for the Lord’s sake. 

No doubt some of these bishops were older than 
Cyprian; and at least there would be one who had 
Christian ancestors who were contemporary with the 
apostles, and was well informed concerning apostolic 
practice. 

And yet in all that council not one objected to the 
baptism of the youngest infant; therefore it could not 
be an innovation. 

This testimony is almost apostolic. 

2. The testimony of Origen. 

This Christian father, born at Alexandria in Egypt, 
A. D. 185, is acknowledged to have been one of the 
greatest men the Church has ever had, in both learning 
and piety. He had every opportunity to know the 
usage of the Church on this subject from the days of 
the apostles, as he had a Christian ancestry reaching 
back to and contemporary with them. His father 
suffered martyrdom when Origen was seventeen years 
of age, and he was only prevented from sharing his 
father’s fate by the earnest entreaties of his mother. 
They stood nobly by the martyr, and begged him not 
to falter for their sake. 

He visited nearly all the important places of the 
Church; and resided for some time at each of these 
places, Alexandria, Rome, Ciesarea, Athens, and Jeru¬ 
salem ; so that he became thoroughly familiar with the 
usages of the entire Church from the beginning; and 
therefore would be a most competent witness con¬ 
cerning the practice of infant baptism: and on this 
subject his testimony is clear and conclusive. 

In his eighth homily on Leviticus, he says, “ Hear 
David speaking: ' I was,’ says he, ' conceived in in- 
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iquity, and in sin did my mother bring me forth’; 
showing that every soul that is born in the flesh is 
polluted with the filth of sin and iniquity; and that, 
therefore, that was said which we mentioned before, 
that none is clear from pollution, though his life be but 
the length of one day. Besides all this, let it be con¬ 
sidered what is the reason that whereas the baptism of 
the Church is given for the forgiveness of sins, infants 
also are, by the usage of the Church, baptized, when 
if there were nothing in infants that wanted forgive¬ 
ness and mercy, the grace of baptism would be need¬ 
less to them.” 

Again, Homily on Luke: “ Having occasion given 
in this place, I will mention a thing that causes fre¬ 
quent inquiries among the brethren. Infants are bap¬ 
tized for the forgiveness of sins. Of what sins, or 
when have they sinned ? or how can any reason of the 
law, in their case, hold good but according to that 
sense we mentioned even now — none are free from 
pollution, though his life be but the length of one 
day upon the earth? 

“And it is for that reason, because by the sacrament 
of baptism the pollution of our birth is taken away, 
that infants are baptized." 

Once more; Homily on Romans: “ For- this, also, 
it was that the Church had from the apostles a tradi¬ 
tion (or instruction) to give baptism even to infants." 

If we had no other witness among the Church 
Fathers, Origen’s testimony would settle the question 
in our favor. 

His truthfulness and piety are acknowledged by all; 
and he testifies, from instructions handed down to him 
by a Christian ancestry contemporary with the apos¬ 
tles, and from extensive visitation among the Churches 
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and association with some that were planted by the 
apostles, that infant baptism was the usage of the 
Church, and that the conviction was universal that the 
Church in so doing was acting under instructions from 
the apostles. 

Who can doubt the testimony of such a witness? 
Eusebius, the Church historian, who wrote soon after 
the year 300, says: “ The doctrine of Origen, and his 
Christian instruction he derived from his ancestors.” 

Dr. Schaff says, “ Origen was the greatest scholar 
of his age. . . . His knowledge embraced all de¬ 
partments of the philology, philosophy, and theology 
of his day. ... As a true divine, he consecrated 
all his studies by prayer, and turned them, according to 
his best convictions, to the service of truth and piety.” 
This testimony will convince every honest inquirer 
after the facts in the case. 

3. The negative testimony of Hippolytus. 

We introduce this Church father as a witness in 
our favor because of his silence on this subject under 
peculiar circumstances; and his testimony though indi¬ 
rect is very strong. 

About A. D. 230, he wrote a book entitled, " The 
Refutation of all Heresies," in which he boldly opposed 
all the false teachings and wrong practices, which had 
crept into the Church; and yet we search in vain 
through the list of false teachings and practices for a 
word on the subject of infant baptism. It was uni¬ 
versally practiced in his day; and yet this " ref liter of 
all heresies" in the Church did not mention it. Why 
this silence? The only true answer is, Infant baptism 
was practiced from the beginning. 

This father was a disciple of Irenaeus, who was a 
disciple of Polycarp, and he of St. John; so that this 
brings us very near to apostolic times. 
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4. The testimony of TertuIIian. This witness was 
born at Carthage, A. D. 160; and became the presbyter 
of tire Church, A. D. 192; and wrote on baptism about 
A. D. 200. He was contemporary for many years with 
Irenaeus. 

Some affirm that he opposed infant baptism, and 
they try to create the impression that he regarded it as 
an innovation, but there is no truth in either! Not a 
line in opposition to infant baptism can be found in all 
his writings, nor even a hint that he thought it an inno¬ 
vation. In proof we quote what he has written on this 
subject. TertuIIian, vol. 1, p. 252-254 (Sec. 9, ch. 18), 
says, “ But they whose office it is (to baptize), know 
that baptism is not rashly to be administered. . . . 
And so, according to the circumstances and disposition, 
and even age, of each individual, the delay of baptism 
is preferable; principally, however, in the case of little 
children. For why is it necessary—(if baptism 
itself) is not so (indispensably) necessary — that the 
sponsors likewise should be thrust into danger; who 
both themselves, by reason of mortality, may fail to 
fulfil their promises, and may be disappointed by the 
development of an evil disposition (in the infant for 
whom they stood)? The Lord does indeed say, 'For¬ 
bid them not to come unto me.’ Let them ‘come’ then, 
while they are growing up; let them ‘ come ’ while they 
are learning, while they are being taught whither to 
come; let them become Christians when they have be¬ 
come able to know Christ. Why does the innocent 
perjod of life hasten to the ‘ remission of sins’? More 
caution will be exercised in worldly matters: so that 
one who is not trusted with earthly substance is trusted 
with divine 1 Let them know how to ‘ ask ’ for salva¬ 
tion that you may seem (at least), to have given ‘ to 
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him that asketh.’ For no less cause must the nnwedded 
also be deferred — in whom (the ground of) tempta¬ 
tion is prepared, alike in such as never were wedded by 
means of their maturity, and in the widowed by means 
of their freedom (from the nuptial yoke) —until they 
either marry, or else be more fully strengthened for 
(maintaining) continence. If any understand the 
weighty import of baptism, they will fear its reception 
more than its delay: sound faith is secure of salva- 

Tliis is all that Tertullian says on infant baptism, 
and any one can see that he does not oppose, but ob¬ 
jects to, it. If it were an innovation, he would have 
opposed it, and denounced those who practiced it as 
heretics and their practice unscriptural and contrary 
to apostolic teaching. But nothing of the kind can be 
found in his writings. On the contrary he objected to 
it because of his peculiar views of the efficacy of bap¬ 
tism, which he believed washed away all former sins, 
thus (vol. I, p. 239, speaking of baptism) : “ The 

effect spiritual, in that we are freed from sins.” Again 
(p. 235), “AH waters, therefore, in virtue of the 
pristine privilege of their origin, do, after invocation 
of God, attain the sacramental power of sanctification.” 

He also believed that it was almost impossible for 
sins committed after baptism to be forgiven, and could 
only suggest this doubtful hope of pardon, thus (p. 
270) : “ These poisons of his, therefore, God foresee¬ 
ing, although the gate of forgiveness has been shut and 
fastened up with the bar of baptism, has permitted (it) 
still to stand somewhat open.” 

No wonder, then, he objected to infant baptism and 
advised its delay; for there would be innumerable op¬ 
portunities to commit sin after infancy. 
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Besides, he declared that those who became spon¬ 
sors for infants jeopardized their salvation, if the in¬ 
fants “ developed an evil disposition.” 

He also objected to the baptism of unmarried and 
widowed persons for the same reason, and advised de¬ 
lay in their cases too, until danger of committing sin 
had passed; and he thus concludes: “ If any under¬ 
stand the weighty import of baptism, they will fear 
its reception more than its delay." 

They might as well affirm that he was opposed to 
baptism altogether. 

His testimony, then, proves that infant baptism was 
the practice of the Church in his day, and that his 
views were novel and contrary to that of the Church. 

More than this he wrote a “ Confutation of all here¬ 
sies,” and a “ Prescription against heretics,” but not 
a word in them against infant baptism. 

This witness, then, testifies strongly in our favor. 

5. The testimony of Irenaeus. 

This Church Father was bom in Asia Minor, A. D. 
115, was educated there, but became bishop of Lyons, 
France, A. D. 177, and died A. D. 190. 

He was a pupil of Polycarp, of whom he thus writes 
(vol. 1, p. 262-263) : “ But Polycarp also was not 
only instructed by apostles, and conversed with many 
who had seen Christ, but was also, by apostles in Asia, 
appointed bishop of the Church in Smyrna.” 

Tertullian (vol. 2, p. 37) says, “ The register of the 
Church of Smyrna records that Polycarp was appoint¬ 
ed its bishop by the apostle John.” 

Again, Irenaeus (vol. 2, p. 158-159) says, “ For I 
have a more vivid recollection of what occurred at that 
time than of recent events; so that I can even describe 
the place where the blessed Polycarp used to sit and 
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discourse — his going out, too, and his coming in — 
his general mode of life and personal appearance, 
together with the discourses which he delivered to the 
people; also how he would speak of his familiar inter¬ 
course with John, and with the rest of those who had 
seen the Lord ; and how he would call their words to 
remembrance. Whatsoever things he had heard from 
them respecting the Lord, both with regard to his 
miracles and his teaching. Polycarp having thus re¬ 
ceived (information) from the eye-witnesses of the 
Word of life, would recount them all in harmony with 
the Scriptures. These things, through God’s mercy 
which was upon me, I then listened to attentively, and 
treasured them up not on paper, but in my heart; and 
I am continually, by God’s grace, revolving these things 
accurately in my mind.” 

This extract shows that Irenaeus was old enough to 
remember accurately and understand distinctly what 
Polycarp taught as he received it from the apostles and 
those who had seen the Lord. 

He is, then, well prepared to testify concerning the 
practice of the Church from the days of the apostles. 

His testimony is this (vol. I, p. 200) : “ For he 
came to save all through means of himself — all, I 
say, who through him are born again (regenerated) to 
God— infants, and children, and boys, and youths, 
and old men.” That Irenaeus meant that infants were 
baptized when he wrote born again (regenerated) we 
will prove from his writings. 

He (vol. 1, p. 81) says, “ Baptism is regeneration to 
God.” Again (vol. 1, p. 334), “And again, giving to 
the disciples the power of regeneration into God, he 
said to them, ‘ Go and teach all nations, baptising them 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost.’ ” 


Christian baptism. 


That we have correctly explained the language of 
Irenaeus we will prove by Mr. A. Campbell. 

He (Chris. System, p. 274, 2nd Ed.) says (under 
the heading, “Bath of Regeneration"), “Hence it 
came to pass, that all the ancients (as fully proved in 
our first Extra on Remission) used the word regenera¬ 
tion as synonymous in signification with immersion.” 
Again (same page), “ By these quotations we would 
prove no more than that the ancients understood the 
washing of regeneration, and indeed used the term re¬ 
generation as synonymous with baptism.” 

To sustain himself in this statement Mr. Campbell 
(p. 230) quotes Dr. W. Wall, thus: “There is not 
any one Christian writer, of any antiquity, but who 
understands it of baptism. . . . The Christians 
did, in all ancient times, continue the use of this name 
'regeneration,’ for baptism; so that they never use the 
word ‘ regenerate,’ or ' born again,’ but they mean, or 
denote by it, baptism.’’ 

This proves beyond a doubt that Irenaeus taught 
the baptism of infants in his day, when he wrote, 
“ They are regenerated to God.” 

This brings us so near the days of the apostles, that 
we can hear the echo of their voices. 

6. The testimony of Justin Martyr. 

He was born A. D. 103, in Flavia Neapolis (ancient 
Shechem in Samaria) ; was converted about A. D. 133; 
wrote his works, A. D. 144, and suffered martyrdom 
about A. D. 166. 

He was a very learned and able defender of Chris¬ 
tianity, as is shown in his dialogue (or discussion) 
with Trypho, a Jew, who said of himself, "I am a 
Hebrew of the circumcision.” 

Trypho, who was very zealous for the law of cir- 
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cumcision, severely censured Christians for professing 
to be pious, and yet neglecting the ceremonies of the 
law, thus (Justin Martyr, p. 99) : " You observe no 
festivals or sahbaths, and do not have the rite of cir¬ 
cumcision. . . . Have you not read, that that soul 
shall he cut off from his people who shall not have been 
circumcised the eighth day? But you, despising this 
covenant rashly, reject the consequent duties. . . . 
If, therefore, you can defend yourself on these points 
. . . we would very gladly hear from you.” 

Justin Martyr, in answering thus (p. 139) replied: 
“The command of circumcision, again, bidding (them) 
always circumcise the children on the eighth day, was a 
type of the true circumcision, by which we are cir¬ 
cumcised from deceit and iniquity through him who 
rose from the dead on the first day after the Sabbath, 
(namely through) our Lord Jesus Christ.” 

This testimony is very strong in favor of infant bap¬ 
tism; for how could the circumcision of infants only 
eight days old be a type of the true circumcision (or 
baptism), unless baptism was administered to infants? 
The only answer must be, he teaches that baptism was 
administered to infants. 

Again (p. 140), “And we, who have approached 
God through him, have received not carnal but spirit¬ 
ual circumcision, which Enoch and those like him 
observed. And we have received it through baptism, 
since we were sinners, by God’s mercy; and all men 
may equally obtain it.” 

This quotation makes his testimony stronger still; 
for if baptism is " the true" “the spiritual circum¬ 
cision”; and, if the command to circumcise children 
eight days old is a type of baptism, then it necessarily 
follows that baptism has superseded circumcision and 
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should be administered to infants. Thus he defends 
his brethren from Trypho’s charge of neglecting to cir¬ 
cumcise their children, by declaring that they practice 
baptism instead of circumcision, and therefore are 
truly and spiritually circumcised when baptized. 

But to whom did the command require circumcision 
to be administered? To infants eight days old. Then, 
if the circumcision of an infant eight days old is the 
type of the true circumcision received through baptism, 
to whom should baptism be administered ? The answer 
must be, To infants. 

This explains why, at a later day, the Cyprian coun¬ 
cil was asked, if the baptism of infants should be de¬ 
layed until eight days old, as in the case of circum- 

Again (ist Apology, ch. 15, p. 18), “And many 
among us, both men and women, who have been disci- 
pled (euwtheteuthcsan) to Christ from childhood, re¬ 
main pure at the age of sixty or seventy years." 

That he meant by this statement to teach that these 
persons were baptized in their infancy is proved by 
three things: ist, The word used by him is the same 
that the Lord used in the Commission (Matt. 28. 19:), 
Mathcteuo, which literally means “make disciples," 
and is so understood by all scholars. 

Mr. A. Campbell (Chris. System, p. 206-207) sa )' s > 
"The commission for converting the world teaches 
that immersion (baptism) was necessary to disciple- 
ship ; for Jesus said, ‘ Convert the nations, immersing 
them into the name,’ etc. . . . Thus, ‘ Convert (or 
disciple) the nations, immersing (baptizing) them, and 
teaching them to observe,’ etc., expresses the manner 
in which the command is to be obeyed.” 

Mr. Campbell is right in this — baptism is the ex¬ 
ternal sign or badge of discipleship. 
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Therefore when Justin Martyr wrote that persons 
“ were made disciples to Christ,” he meant that they 
were baptized. 

Second, That they “ were made disciples (baptized) 
from their childhood.” The only dispute is over the 
age of these persons when they were baptized (“ made 
disciples ")■ It is true that the word paidiin translated 
“ childhood ” is used for persons “ of all ages from 
infancy to full grown youth,” but that he meant in¬ 
fancy is shown by the statement that the baptism (or 
discipleship) was performed when they were innocent 
and uncorrupted. And the same word is used in Matt. 
2. 16: "Then Herod . . . sent forth and slew 
all the children (tons paidas) that were in Bethlehem, 
and in all the coasts thereof, from two years old and 
under.” Here the word means innocent and helpless 
infants. 

Third, His statement that they “ remained pure ” or 
“ uncorrupted ” from the time they were “ made disci¬ 
ples to Christ in their childhood ” is very strong proof 
that it was done in their infancy. 

It is nothing unusual for persons to remain true and 
faithful to their baptismal vows when baptized in ma- 
turer years; but it is unusual and rather remarkable 
for those baptized in infancy to retain the innocency 
of childhood to old age. No wonder he thought it so 
unusual and important that a record should be made 
of the fact, especially when so large a number of bap¬ 
tized infants remained true and faithful all their lives. 
Such cases are very rare in our day. 

Again, he states that when he wrote, which was 
about forty years after the death of the apostle John, 
these persons were “ sixty and seventy years old ”; 
which would prove that they were baptized at least 
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a score of years before John died, so that it was done 
either by an apostle or by his sanction. The testimony, 
then, of this father shows that infant baptism was prac¬ 
ticed in the days of the apostles, and brings us to our 
argument for household (family) baptisms, when the 
whole family, children and all, were baptized with 
their believing parents. 

And, therefore, we find in Justin Martyr’s day there 
were many children of Christian families, who, bap¬ 
tized in their infancy by the apostle, had remained un¬ 
corrupted to old age. 

Dr. Philip Schaff (Schaff-Herzog Cy., p. 210, vol. 
1) says, “ No time can be assigned to the beginning of 
the practice of infant baptism. If it had been an inno¬ 
vation, it would have created a revolution, or at all 
events, provoked a violent protest. But it gained 
ground gradually from the very beginning, as Christi¬ 
anity took hold of family life and training. Origen 
speaks of it as apostolic, and was himself baptized in 
infancy; but much earlier though less unequivocal tes¬ 
timony is borne by Irenaeus, who was a disciple of 
Polycarp, one of John’s disciples, and who therefore 
was surely an excellent witness of apostolic usage.” 

This completes our historical argument, which is 
clear and convincing, beginning with the Cyprian coun¬ 
cil, A. D. 253, when infant baptism is acknowledged 
to be universally practiced, and tracing it back to the 
household baptisms of apostolic times. 

And now we challenge any one to produce the least 
evidence that it was not always considered apostolic 
for more than eleven hundred years of the Church’s 
history. 

With the exception of Tertullian’s objection (not 
opposition) to it, not one word was written against the 
practice until the twelfth century. 
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It is true that for the first two centuries no direct 
mention is made of infant baptism, and so, on this 
ground, its opposers have tried to make a strong argu¬ 
ment against the practice; but such an attempt only 
shows the straits to which they are reduced, and recoils 
with tremendous force against their position, while that 
apparent silence speaks eloquently and convincingly in 
favor of the practice. 

This question proves it. Could infant baptism be 
introduced into a Church practicing, on apostolic au¬ 
thority, only adult baptism, and create no excitement, 
arouse no opposition, and call forth no 'protests against 
such an unscriptural innovation? Would there not be 
a minute record of the time, place, and persons intro¬ 
ducing and practicing it, and the indignant protests 
uttered against the perpetration of such an outrage in 
the Church of God? 

Why no such record? Where were our Baptist 
neighbors? Why this universal silence of the opposi¬ 
tion, unbroken for eleven hundred years? 

Why the complete acquiescence of the entire Church 
from the beginning to the practice of infant baptism? 
Did no one have the courage to declare against its in¬ 
troduction? 

Let some one attempt to introduce the practice of in¬ 
fant baptism into the Baptist Church, and he would 
instantly arouse a storm of indignant opposition that 
would not only be heard from Maine to California, but 
would also wake the echoes around the world, and also 
be heard for ages to come. 

We can only and honestly come to this conclusion: 
The practice of infant baptism was apostolic and scrip¬ 
tural. 

Here we stand. We have proved that infants are 
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scriptural subjects of Christian baptism, and the 
Church is obeying the Lord’s instructions when it bap¬ 
tizes them. 

VIII. Objections stated and answered. 

So many objections are urged against our position 
that it is necessary to notice them more fully to ex¬ 
pose their worthlessness, and the recklessness of the 
objectors. 

1st Objection. “ It is not mentioned in any shape 
or form in the whole revelation from God to man." 
(B. Franklin, Tract on Inf. Bap., p. 17). 

We reply, Our preceding argument is proof of the 
falsity of this objection, and that the Scriptures are not 
silent on this subject as these facts show: 

1. The Lord Jesus declared that infants belonged to 
his kingdom, and that they were models, after which 
adults must pattern, if they expected to become mem¬ 
bers of the kingdom with the “ little ones.” 

After he had taken the child " in his arms" (Mark 9. 
36-37), he taught how near and dear was the relation 
of infants to him by saying: “ Whosoever shall receive 
one of such children in my name receiveth me.” 

Of course the models have as many and as great 
privileges in the kingdom as those who have to become 
like them in order to gain admission therein. 

2. Peter on the day of Pentecost declared to his 
Jewish hearers that the apostles were standing on the 
Abrahamic Covenant, and acting by its instructions. 

He informed the parents that they could come with 
their children and receive baptism, just as previously 
they had received circumcision, declaring, “ The 
promise is unto you and to your children.” It is their 
privilege to be baptized with their children on the 
promise of the Abrahamic covenant which included the 
children with their parents. 
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3. Peter meant the Abrahamic covenant as is 
proved by Acts 3. 25-26: “ Ye are the children of the 
prophets, and of the covenant which God made with 
our fathers, saying unto Abraham, And in thy seed 
shall all the kindreds of the earth be blessed. Unto you 
first God, having raised up his Son Jesus, sent him to 
bless you, in turning away every one of you from 
his iniquities.” 

This is as plain as language can make it. 

4. Paul, in the epistles to Romans and Galatians, de¬ 
clares that the gospel is the unfolding and extending of 
the Abrahamic covenant, so as to include the Gentiles, 
as any one can see by reading Rom. 4:, and Gal. 3. 

5. Infant baptism is found in 1 Cor. 10. 1-2: “More¬ 
over, brethren, I would not that ye should be ignorant, 
how that all our fathers were under the cloud, and all 
passed through the sea; and were all baptised unto 
Moses in the cloud and in the sea.” Here parents, 
children, infants, and all the host received baptism, and 
no one has ever called in question the propriety or law¬ 
fulness of the baptism of these infants. 

True it does not say in these words, " Infants were 
baptised" but even our neighbors admit the fact, and 
this suffices to prove the objection false and worthless. 
This shows a reckless spirit — anything to defeat in¬ 
fant baptism. 

2d Objection. “ It is not mentioned in any writing 
produced in the first two centuries of the Christian 
era.” (B. Franklin, p. 19.) 

We reply, Though not explicitly mentioned during 
that time, yet the "household" (family) baptisms of 
the New Testament, and the testimony of the Fathers 
show that it was practiced all that time; and, at the 
close of the second century the practice was universal, 
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as is admitted by its opposers when they declare, “ Ter- 
tullian wrote against it in the year 200, showing it ex¬ 
isted then.” This is a true, but fatal, admission. 

The objection, if strictly true, would be strong evi¬ 
dence in favor of infant baptism. 

On the other hand, the objection rebounds with de¬ 
structive force upon the objectors; for how could such 
a practice (if wrong) begin, continue, and become uni¬ 
versal within two hundred years of the day of Pente¬ 
cost, and not be mentioned by any one during all that 

There could not be stronger indirect evidence in 
favor of infant baptism. 

From the standpoint of the objector such a thing 
would be an impossibility. 

The true explanation is, It was no new thing — was 
always practiced; therefore no one thought of men¬ 
tioning it because so universally understood and ac¬ 
cepted. 

3rd Objection, "It destroys all volition and re¬ 
sponsibility in becoming a member of the Church.” 
(Franklin 30, and J. S. Sweeney.) 

We ask, Flow ? As Methodists we resent the accu¬ 
sation and reply, It is not true of our Church. 

We do not baptize them to make them Church mem¬ 
bers, but because they already belong to Christ — are 
members of his kingdom, and consequently entitled to 
its privileges. We leave it for them to decide in later 
years, whether they will be Methodists or not. 

4th Objection. “ It renders the command of God 
to the believer of none effect, so far as it prevails — in 
forty years there would be no believers to be baptized.” 
(J. S. Sweeney). 

We reply. This objection begs the question, and is 
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worthless and reckless; for it assumes that infants are 
not believers (which would send every dying infant 
to hell), and that the command to be baptized is con¬ 
fined to those capable of believing. All this we posi¬ 
tively deny, and demand the proof — don’t assume as 
proved what is to be proved, but prove it. 

The objectors should be more modest, and prove 
their assumptions, before they urge them as objec¬ 
tions to infant baptism. 

Our scriptural argument proves that infants are 
believers, entitled to believers’ baptism; and nowhere 
in the Word of God is it taught that baptism must be 
confined to those capable of believing — nowhere. Wc 
defy any one to show us any passage so teaching. 

But what an awful bug-bear this objection raises! 
Just think of it! In a little while there would be no 
adults to baptize, because all had been baptized in their 
infancy; and had accepted it and gone right on in their 
Christian life perfectly satisfied — Awful! 

How awful it would be, in the eyes of the objector, if 
all would continue good from their infancy like those 
mentioned by Justin Martyr. 

5th Objection. “ Baptism is the answer of a good 
conscience — infants can have no conscience in the 
case, therefore they should not be baptized.” (Sween¬ 
ey.) 

We reply, This objection is untrue because unscrip- 
tural. Nowhere in the Scriptures is it taught that 
water baptism is “the answer of a good conscience”; 
but in 1 Pet. 3. 21: we are taught that the "antitype 
baptism, which saves us, is the answer of a good con¬ 
science toward God.” 

This baptism is performed by sprinkling our hearts 
with the blood of Christ, thus: Heb. 9. 13-14: “For 
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if the blood of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of a 
heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purify¬ 
ing of the flesh; how much more shall the blood of 
Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered himself 
without spot to God, purge your conscience from dead 
works to serve the living God ”? This is plain. Again, 
Heb. io. 22: “Let us draw near with a true heart in 
full assurance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled 
from an evil conscience, and our bodies washed with 
pure water.” Here we are plainly taught the differ¬ 
ence, in the effect produced, between the baptism of 
blood upon the heart and the baptism of water upon the 
body. One gives “the answer of a good conscience to¬ 
ward God,” and the other “puts away the kith of the 
flesh." The text quoted from Peter teaches the same. 
What can be plainer? 

Moreover, infants have no evil conscience that would 
forbid their baptism, which cannot always be said of 
older candidates. 

Again, God saves them with what conscience they 
have; and, as baptism is not more important than sal¬ 
vation, we do not require more for their baptism. 

6th Objection. “It deprives infants of the privilege 
of obeying from the heart the command to be baptized. 
Paul says (Rom. 6. 17), ‘But ye have obeyed from the 
heart that form of doctrine which was delivered you.’ 
Infants can have no heart in the matter; therefore 
should not be baptized.” (Franklin, 28.) We reply, 
This objection is very flimsy, because this passage has 
no reference whatever to water baptism, but to the 
truths of the gospel which they had accepted and 
obeyed. It was addressed to adults who had obeyed 
the requirements of the gospel. It is passing strange 
how any one could imagine it referred to the rite of 
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baptism. Even if it did, it would be true of those bap¬ 
tized in infancy, who in later years heartily accepted 
their infant baptism. 

7th Objection. “There is no express command or 
example for it.” 

We reply, This objection raises a false issue; there 
was no need of an express command such as this objec¬ 
tion calls for. By express command circumcision was 
administered to the infants of the Church under the old 
dispensation; and our scriptural argument has shown 
the oneness of the Church in both dispensations, but 
making such changes as were necessary in the new dis¬ 
pensation, among which was the change from circum¬ 
cision to baptism. Baptism must, then, be adminis¬ 
tered to the infants of the Church under the new dis¬ 
pensation, unless there is an express command forbid¬ 
ding it. Where is there any command forbidding the 
baptism of the infants of Christ’s kingdom ? We call 
for the chapter and verse. We demand an express 
command, excluding infants from the initiatory ordi¬ 
nance of the Church, and confining it to those capable 
of believing. It is time that the tables were turned on 
these objectors to infant baptism, and they were com¬ 
pelled to take the laboring oar, and show by plain 
scriptural teaching that the Lord forbids the baptism 
of infants, declaring it to be sinful and a violation of his 
express command. We demand a plain “Thus saith the 
Lord.” 

All inferences will be ruled out, for infants received 
the initiatory ordinance before Pentecost by express 
command, and must receive it afterwards unless posi¬ 
tively excluded. Moreover the express command given 
to Abraham was re-enacted at Pentecost, thus: “Re¬ 
pent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of 
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Jesus Christ.for the promise is unto 

you and to your children.” 

When Abraham received this command he was cir¬ 
cumcised and all his house, including the servants and 
children, even the infant Isaac, eight days old. The 
same scene was re-enacted after Pentecost, when Lydia 
believed and was baptized and all her household; and 
also the Philippian jailer and “all his house straight¬ 
way” ; and “also the household of Stephanas.” 

But we are gravely told, "There were no infants in 
these households.” Indeed! Why not as well as in 
Abraham’s household ? 

The Lord (Matt. 8. II:) said, “Many shall come 
from the east and west, and shall sit down with Abra¬ 
ham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven.” 
But these patriarchs brought their infants with them 
into the kingdom. May not Lydia, the jailer, and 
Stephanas bring theirs also? Were they forbidden to 
do so? Where any such record? Is this the better, 
the broader, dispensation ? Are not we the children of 
Abraham through Christ? 

Then if our Father Abraham was commanded to 
bring his infant son Isaac with him into the kingdom, 
may not his children bring theirs with them ? “Yes,” 
answers Peter, “For the promise is unto you and to 
your children.” 

So we reply to the objectors, This is bur express 
command, and these our examples for infant baptism. 

8th Objection. “Infants can not believe; therefore 
they are not scriptural subjects for baptism. The com¬ 
mand is, Believe, and be baptized.” 

We reply, No such command can be found in the 
"Word of God. There is no such teaching in the Book; 
therefore this objection is untrue both in principle and 
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in fact. Believing is not required, of an infant for any¬ 
thing. They are entitled to all the privileges and bless¬ 
ings of God’s kingdom as they are. 

Elder B. Franklin (Disciple, Inf. Bap., p. 52-53) 
says, “ ‘Without faith it is impossible to please God.’ 
All men know that infant baptism is without faith, and 
here stands the clear and unerring declaration of the 
word of God that without faith it is impossible to please 
God, thus showing in the clearest and most conclusive 
manner, that infant baptised cannot please God.” 

We reply, Wonderful logic! As this argument is 
claimed to be strong, scriptural, and unanswerable, we 
will examine it, and see where it will lead us. We will 
take the same sentence, and only substitute salvation 
for baptism, and then we will see that this argument is 
nothing but fallacy. This will test it. “Without faith 
it is impossible to please God.” “ All men know that 
infant salvation is ' without faith/ and here stands the 
clear and unerring declaration of the word of God that 
'without faith’ it is impossible to please God, thus 
showing in the clearest and most conclusive manner 
that infant salvation can not please God.” Shocking! 
Of course there is no truth in such a statement, argu¬ 
ment, or application of the texts of Scripture, but a per¬ 
version of scriptural teaching. The text quoted to dis¬ 
prove infant baptism has not the most distant reference 
to that subject, and it is inexcusable recklessness in him 
who makes the attempt. 

To show further the culpable recklessness of Elder 
Franklin’s argument, take this. “Without faith it is 
impossible to please God.” Infants are "without 
faith”; therefore they can not “please God.” How 
does such a corifclusion agree with the Lord’s words 
(Mark 10. 14: and 16:), “ Suffer the little children to 
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come unto me, and forbid them not; for of such is the 

kingdom of God.And he took them up in 

his arms, put his hands upon them, and blessed them”? 
It is a perfect contradiction; therefore this rule about 
faith does not apply or refer to infants; and he is ut¬ 
terly reckless about Scripture teaching who attempts it. 

Again, Elder Franklin (p. 52-53) says, “ ‘He that 
cometh to God must believe that he is, etc.’ Here 
stands the undeniable statement of Scripture, that he 
who comes to God must believe. This covers the 
whole ground, reaching all who come to God, and 
showing that they must believe. Infants do not and 
can not believe, and therefore can not come.” We re¬ 
ply, If this argument be sound, then all dying in in¬ 
fancy are hopelessly lost; for they never believed, could 
not believe, and therefore can never come to God. Who 
believes this? Not even Elder Franklin. His argu¬ 
ment is reckless and worthless. But he spoiled his ar¬ 
gument and contradicted himself before he finished his 
comments, thus (p. 55), “Indeed, they need not conic 
to the Lord, for they have never gone from him . ■ 

. . are as well prepared for heaven without these 
(that is, faith, repentance, confession, etc.) as the pur¬ 
est saints are with them.” We reply, This yields the 
entire question and kills his whole argument. 

Then they are already there, and do not need per¬ 
sonally to believe in order to coine. He says, They 
have never gone from him.” Indeed, he declares, 
“They are as well prepared for heaven as the purest 
saints.” But are they not as well prepared for bap¬ 
tism? Certainly. Who forbids it? Not the Lord 
Jesus. He says, "These little ones believe in me." 
But this objection declares, "Infants can not believe.” 
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As it contradicts the Lord Jesus, it is false and worth¬ 
less. 

Believing is not required of infants for anything; 
they can not disbelieve. 

gth Objection. “Persons baptized in infancy can 
never know it; therefore they should not be baptized." 

We reply, If there is any force in this objection, it 
would forbid doing anything for infants, because they 
could never know it. 

The application of the objection to other things will 
show its worthlessness. Its force is in the fact of per¬ 
sonal knowledge. Apply this objection to these facts. 
How can infants ever know who were their parents, or 
when and where they were born? They must learn 
these things from others. Some one must inform them 
of the facts. Is baptism of so much more importance 
than these facts that it must be a matter of personal 
knowledge, if nothing else is. 

Besides the objector admits their knowledge of 
these facts. When their parents tell them they have 
been baptized, will they not know that also? 

And, when in maturer years the Holy Spirit wit¬ 
nesses to their heirship as sons of God, will they not re¬ 
joice in the conscious knowledge of duty fully done? 
Most certainly. And this is always their experience if 
not meddled with by proselyting, meddlesome neigh- 

ioth Objection. “It is a relic of Popery; therefore 
should not be done.” 

We reply, This objection is false in every particular; 
for infant baptism was practiced in the Church several 
centuries before Popery existed. It only betrays their 
ignorance of the facts of Church history. 

nth Objection. “It can do them no good, because 
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they are incapable of knowing what is done to them; 
consequently should not be done.” 

We reply, The same objection might have been 
urged with equal force against circumcising the infant 
Isaac; yet God commanded it. He was incapable of 
knowing what was done to him. What good did it do 
him ? 

Does not this objection reflect on the wisdom of 
God ? The question is not, what good does the child 
receive at its baptism, but does God enjoin this duty 
upon the parents? Baptism of itself has no power to 
impart any special virtue to its recipient; but, as in the 
case of circumcision, it brings the infant through the 
obedience of its parents into closer covenant relations 
with God. And, when in later years its infant baptism 
is heartily accepted, it will receive as much good from 
the baptism, as if then received on a profession of faith 
—just as much. 

12th Objection. “Infants are incapable of receiving 
the Lord’s Supper; therefore they should not receive 
baptism.” 

We reply, This objection has no force, because the 
circumcised infant was as incapable of receiving the 
passover, and yet the Lord commanded Isaac to be cir¬ 
cumcised. 

In regard to baptism the circumstances are similar. 
But baptism is no more closely associated with the 
Lord’s Supper than circumcision was with the pass- 
over. Isaac was not circumcised to qualify him to re¬ 
ceive the passover; and, besides, he never received it. 
Nor does the New Testament teach that baptism is a 
necessary qualification to the reception of the Lord’s 
Supper. In fact the Lord’s Supper was instituted 
some time before Christian baptism, and the disciples 
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partook of it before they received the baptism of the 
Holy Spirit or Christian baptism either. Again, it was 
the custom to wait until the child was twelve years old, 
before he participated in the sendees of the passover; 
thus; Luke 2. 41-42: “Now his parents went to Jeru¬ 
salem every year at the feast of the passover. And 
when he was twelve years old, they went up to Jeru¬ 
salem after the custom of the feast.” His parents 
“went every year" but he did not go with them to the 
feast until “twelve years old.” At that age children 
may now be qualified to receive the Lord’s Supper. In 
our neighbors’ churches they are permitted to partake 
at that age. 

13th Objection. “Infant baptism causes a great 
deal of trouble, because so many become dissatisfied 
with it; therefore it should not be done.” 

We reply, This comes with very ill grace from the 
objectors; for they have caused this dissatisfaction, and 
now bring it forward as an objection to infant bap¬ 
tism. If they would attend to their own, and not 
meddle with other people’s business, their objection 
would soon die a natural death. On the contrary they 
are busy night and day, and all the time, denouncing, 
ridiculing, sneering, and caricaturing what their sin¬ 
cere Christian brethren hold scriptural and sacred, in¬ 
fant baptism; affirming it to be a sin because “without 
faith,” and declaring it unscriptural because a viola¬ 
tion of the command, “Believe and be baptized”; while, 
if their lives depended upon it, they could not produce 
any such command so worded. Under the circum¬ 
stances, it is surprising that the number of the dissatis¬ 
fied is not larger. 

Should we wage as bitter and ceaseless war against 
immersion, we could also show a large army dissatis- 
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fied with it; and, should we then urgethe results of our 
efforts as an objection to immersion, we could appear 
in as odious a light as do the opposers of infant bap¬ 
tism when urging this objection to it. 

By the way, there would be great surprise among 
our neighbors if they knew how large is the number of 
dissatisfied ones over their baptism by immersion, but 
this is the fact. 

But this objection begs the question. It assumes 
that infant baptism is wrong, because some are dissatis¬ 
fied with it. What an easy way to dispose of every¬ 
thing that does not satisfy us I The real question is, 
Is infant baptism scriptural and right; not, Is every 
body satisfied with it? The mere fact of satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction proves neither the truth nor falsity of 
any practice or teaching. 

Does truth become error because some reject it? Is 
the Bible untrue because some are dissatisfied with it? 
There is no fact or truth that is satisfactory to all. 
Persons often become dissatisfied with the religious in¬ 
structions of their childhood, reject them, and become 
infidels. Must we, therefore, withhold all religious in¬ 
struction from our children, for fear that when they 
are older they will not be satisfied with it? 

This is the entire strength of the objection, and it 
shows that the opposition to infant baptism has really 
nothing on which to stand, and consequently is com¬ 
pelled to resort to unfair and flimsy objections to ac¬ 
complish its ends. 

The only question to be considered is, Is it dutyt 
Does God in his word enjoin upon Christian parents 
the baptism of their infant children? If he does, then 
they must perform their duty, if every child afterwards 
repudiates it. 
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That he does enjoin this duty upon the parents has 
been clearly demonstrated by this careful investigation 
of the teachings of his Word, which we have here pre- 

Here we stand, having proved our affirmation that 
infants may and should be baptized, because the Scrip- 

Let us obey God, and leave the result to him. 


PART FOURTH. 


THE LEXICONS. 

The first thirteen lexicons in this list I have copied 
from the books, and not taken at second hand. Of the 
others, Pape, and Rost and Palm, I examined some 
years ago, but did not copy from them; so that I am 
indebted to others, who have published lists of lexicons 
and their definitions. 

I have added this list of lexicons for the benefit of 
the young who desire to study this subject, and have 
not the opportunity of consulting the many lexicons de¬ 
fining baptiso. The examination of the lexicons in 
this list will show that it is not a word that is confined 
to one meaning, but a word of many meanings and 

1. Conant, T. J. Dr. Conant, in his work "Bap¬ 
tise in," thus defines ba'ptizo. I. In the literal, physical 

Ground-meaning; to immerse, immerge, submerge, 
to dip, to plunge, to imbathe, to whelm. 

Absolutely, with the ingulfing element implied. 

2. In the tropical or figurative sense. 

(x.) To plunge, to immerse, to whelm (as in in¬ 
gulfing floods), in calamities, in ruin, in trouble, in 
cares, in poverty, in debts, in stupor, in sleep, in ig¬ 
norance, in pollution, etc. 

(2.) To overwhelm (figuratively) with an intoxi- 
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eating liquor, or a stupefying drug, that takes full pos¬ 
session of one’s powers, like a resistless flood; or (as 
the figure may sometimes be understood) to steep in, 
as by immersing in a liquid. 

Dr. Conant is a Baptist of the strictest type, who 
wrote his work to build up the Baptist cause. In our 
book we have made good use of this author. 

2. Young, Robert, LL. D. Dr. Young in his great 
Concordance, thus defines baptizo: “To baptize, con¬ 
secrate, cleanse, to consecrate (by pouring out on, or 
putting into), pour out (water).” 

3. Strong, James, S. T. D., LL. D. Dr. Strong in 
his Greek dictionary of the New Testament thus de¬ 
fines it; “ from a derivative of bapto; to make whelmed 
(i. e. fully wet; used only (in the New Testament) of 
ceremonial ablution, especially (technically) of the or¬ 
dinance of Christian baptism —baptize, wash.” 

4. Schrevelius. "Baptizo, mergo, abluo, lava. 
Angl. Baptize. To sink, cleanse, wash.” 

My copy is dated, A. D. 1814, and defines in Latin. 

5. Scapula. My copy of the lexicon is dated 1663, 
the definitions are in Latin. It is a Greek-Latin lexi¬ 
con. It thus defines baptizo; " Mergo sen immergo: ut 
quae tingendi aut ablucndi gratia aquae immergimus. 
Plutarch de superst. Kai baptison seauton eis thalas- 
san. Item, mergo, submergo, obruo aqua. Item 
abluo, lavo. Marci 7. et Luc. 11. A pud Christianos 
aut cm baptizein, de solemn illo mysterio initiationis 
dictum, qua Christo initiamur, nomen suum retinet. 
Nam baptisari dicimus.” 

“ To sink or sink in: as for the purpose of wetting 
or cleansing we sink in water. Plutarch; ‘and he bap¬ 
tized himself in the sea.’ Also, to sink, sink under, 
overwhelm with water. Also, to cleanse, wash, Mark 
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7 and Luke n. Among Christians also to baptise; 
after that solemn mystery of initiation, by which we 
are initiated into Christ, he retains his called (given) 
name. For we are said to be baptized.” 

6. Donnegan. The book from which I copied was 
dated 1835. Defines, “To immerse repeatedly into a 
liquid; to submerge—to soak thoroughly, to saturate; 
hence, to drench with wine. Met., to confound totally 
—to dip in a vessel and draw. Pass., to be immersed, 
etc.” 

7. Green, Thomas A. He defines, “To dip, im¬ 
merse; to cleanse or purify by washing; to administer 
the rite of baptism, to baptize. Met., with various ref¬ 
erences to the ideas associated with Christian baptism, 
as an act of dedication, e. g. marked designation, devo¬ 
tion, trial, etc. Mid., To procure baptism for oneself, 
to undergo baptism. Acts 22. 16.” 

8. Parkhurst. “I. To dip, immerse, or plunge in 
water. But in the N. T. it occurs not strictly in this 
sense, unless so far as this is included in sense II. and 
III. below. 

“II. Mid. and Pass. To wash oneself, be washed, 
wash, i. e. the hands by immersion or dipping in water. 
Mark 7. 4: and Luke 11. 38: Comp. Mark 7. 3:, Matt. 
15. 2:, and under pugme. (Turning to pugme we 
read: Hence the dative pugme being used, as it were 
adverbially, to wash the hands with the fist, i. e. by 
rubbing water on the palm of one hand with the 

doubled fist of the other.that the hands 

were to be tints washed, occ. Mark 7. 3:). 

“The Septuagint uses baptisomai, Mid. for washing 
oneself by immersion, answering to the Heb. 2 Kings 
3. 14: Comp. ver. 10. Thus also it is applied in the 
apocryphal books, Judith 12.7: Ecclus. 34.25: 
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“III. To baptize, to immerse in, or wash with, 
water in token of purification frbm sin, and from spir¬ 
itual pollution. 

“IV. To baptize, as the Israelites were baptized 
into Moses in the cloud and in the sea, occ. I Cor. to. 2: 

“V.' In a figurative sense. To baptise with the Holy 
Ghost. It denotes the miraculous effusion of the Holy 
Ghost upon the apostles and other believers, as well on 
account of the abundance of his gifts (for anciently the 
water was copiously poured on those who were bap¬ 
tized, or they themselves were plunged therein) as of 
the virtue and efficacy of the Holy Spirit, who like liv¬ 
ing water refresheth, washeth away pollutions, cleans- 
cth, etc. Stockius. Matt. 3. 11:, Mark 1. 8:, Luke 3. 
16:, John 1. 33:, Acts 1. 5:, II. 16:, I Cor. 12. 13. 

“VI. Figuratively, To be immersed or plunged in a 
flood or sea, as it were, of grievous afflictions and suf¬ 
ferings. Matt. 20. 22-23 : > Mark 10. 38-39: Luke 12. 
50:” My copy of this lexicon is dated 1812, and the 
author, following Stockius, calls the outpouring of the 
Spirit a baptism, and says, “Anciently the water was 
copiously poured on those baptized.” Let it be no¬ 
ticed that in the definitions given in each of these lexi¬ 
cons, the action may be affusion as well as immersion. 

Cleansing, washing, whelming, overwhelming may 
all be performed by affusion, so none of these confine 
the meaning or action to “immerse.” 

9. Liddell and Scott. My edition is dated 1846, and 
these are the definitions; “To dip repeatedly, dip un¬ 
der ; Mid. to bathe: hence to steep, wet; Metaph. oi be- 
baptismenoi, soaked in wine. Lat. vino madidi: to pour 
upon, drench, over head and ears in debt. Plutarch., 
meirakion' baptizomenon, a boy overwhelmed with 
questions. II. To dip a vessel, draw water. III. 
To baptize, N. T.” 
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In later editions “pour upon” was omitted, because 
immersionists raised such a clamor against it, and other 
definitions were also afterwards erased. Rev. J. Ditz- 
ler, D. D. (Baptism, p. 156-7:) thus severely but justly 
criticises the authors of this lexicon for so doing; “It 
it was the scholarship of Europe and America that' 
forced Liddell and Scott to erase ‘pour upon,' why all 
these other changes—at least eleven on one word? 
Why did not that scholarship force Suicer, Swarzius, 
Stokius, Schneider, Schaetgennius, Schleusner, to take 
out pour, sprinkle, etc., found in all their editions, or 
words equivalent to both? And why allow the still 
later Passow, Rost, Palm, and Pape, as late as 1874, to 
put in both ‘sprinkle’ and ‘pour upon’ in lexicons 
used universally by the great scholars of all countries” ? 

The fact is, this lexicon has seriously injured its 
reliability as a standard work by its many changes in 
the meaning of this word. The editors either blun¬ 
dered first or last, or all the time; especially in defining 
“to dip repeatedly,” when it never means “to dip” 
at all. 

10. Thayer, Joseph Henry. 1887. " Baptiso (fre¬ 
quentative from bapto), here and there in Plato, Poly¬ 
bius, Diodorus, Strabo, Josephus, Plutarch, et al. 

“I. I. prop, to dip repeatedly, to immerge, sub¬ 
merge (of vessels sunk, Polyb. I. 51., 6, 8, 4: of ani¬ 
mals, Diodorus 1. 36:). 

“2. To cleanse by dipping or submerging, to wash, 
to make clean with water; in the mid. and the 1 Aor. 
pass, to wash oneself, bathe; so Mark 7.4: (where 
W. H. test, rhantisontai) ; Luke 11:38: 2 Kings 
5. 14: ebaptisato en to Iordane; Sirach 31 (34) 3°> 
Judith 12.7: 3. Metaph. to overwhelm, as idiotas tais 
eisphorais, Diodorus 1.73: ophlemasi, Plutarch Galba 
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21; te sumphora bebaptismenos, Heliod. Aeth. 2. 3; 
and alone, to inflict great and abounding calamities on 
one: ebaptisan tSn polin, Josephus. B. j. 4. 3. 3: he 
anomia me baptizei, Isaiah 21.4: Sept.; hence bapti- 
zesthai baptisma (of W. 225 (211): B. 148 (129): 
cf. louesthai to loutron, Ael. de nat. an. 3. 42), to be 
overwhelmed with calamities, of those who must bear 
them, Matt, 20. 22 sq. Rec.; Mark 10. 39. sq.; Luke 12. 
50; cf. the German, etwas auszubaden haben, and the 
use of the word, e.g. respecting those who cross a river 
with difficulty, eos ton maston oi pesoi baptisomenoi 
diebainon, Polybius 3. 72:4. 

“II. In the New Testament it is used particularly of 
the rite of sacred ablution, first instituted by John the 
Baptist, afterwards by Christ’s command received by 
Christians and adjusted to the contents and nature of 
their religion, viz: an immersion in water, performed 
as a sign of remission of sins, and administered to 
those, who, impelled by a desire for salvation, sought 
admission to the benefits of the Messiah’s kingdom; 
a. The word is absolutely, to administer the rite of 
absolution, to baptise (vulgate baptiso; Tertullian, 
tingo, tinguo). 

“Pass, to be baptized; in a reflex, sense, to allow one’s 
self to be initiated by baptism, to receive baptism, b. 
with prepositions; aa. eis, to mark the element into 
which the immersion is made: eis ton Iordanen. bb. 
cn, with dative of the thing in which one is immersed: 
en to Iordane; of the thing used in baptizing: en uda- 
ti, Matt. 3. 11:, Mark 1. 8; John 1. 26, 33:, with the 
simple dative, udali, Luke 3.16:, Acts 1. 5.; 11. 16:, 
en pneumati agio, to imbue richly with the Holy Spirit 
(just as its large bestowment is called an outpouring) : 
Matt. 3. 11: Luke 3. 16: John 1. 33:, Acts 1. 5:, 11. 
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To show how unreliable this New Testament lexicon 
is, we have only to refer tb the first definition given, 
“ to dip repeatedly,” which is absolutely incorrect. 
Baptizo never means "to dip,” much less “to dip re¬ 
peatedly.” If Mr. Thayer’s life depended on it, he 
could not cite one single instance in all classic Greek, 
where baptizo has that meaning. Perhaps he copied 
from other lexicons, but it is a blunder in all who so 
define it, and he blundered in copying it. 

II. Robinson, Edward, D. D. 1868. "(Bapto) 
a frequentative in form, but apparently not in signi¬ 
fication ; to dip in, to sink, to immerse, in Greek writers 
spoken of ships, galleys, etc., Polybius 1. 51. 6:; of 
animals, Diodorus Siculis 1. 36: of horses sinking in 
a marsh. Also of men, Josephus, Ant. 15. 3. 3:, or 
partially to the breast, Polybius 3. 72. 4: — Also, to dip 
in a vessel, to draw) water, Plutarch, Alex. M. 67. 

“In New Testament 1. to wash, to lave, to cleanse by 
washing. Mid. and Pass. Aor. 1. in Mid. sense, to 
wash oneself, i. e. one’s hands or person, to perform 
ablution, Luke 11. 38:, compare the like circumstances 
in Mark 7. 2, 3, where it is niptomai, and see in pug- 
mi.” 

(In that place, p. 642, it says, “ In New Testament 
Mark 7. 3: can me pugme nipsontai tas chciras, liter¬ 
ally, unless they wash their hands (rubbing them) with 
the fist, i. e. not merely dipping the fingers or hand in 
water as a sign of ablution, but rubbing the hands to¬ 
gether as a ball or fist, in the usual oriental manner 
when water is poured over them (2 Kings. 3. II:), 
see in nipto"). (Turning to nipto, p. 481. we read, 
“ The usual mode of ablution in the east is by pouring 
water upon the hands; this is done by a servant; 
comp. 2 ICings 3. 11 ”:) 
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2. To baptise, to administer the rite of baptism; 
Pass, and Mid. to be baptized or to cause oneself to be 
baptized, i. e. genr. to receive baptism, (a) . . . 

In Luke’s writings with a dative of the instrument, or 
material employed, e. g. udati, with water, Luke 3. 
16:, Acts 1. 5:, 11. l6:. 

Elsewhere with en udati, IN water. Matt. 3. 11:, 
Mark 1. 8:, John 1. 26:, 31, 33. 

(b) Trop. and with allusion to the sacred rite: a) 
Direct, e. g. baptiscin en pneumati agio kai puri, to 
baptise in (with) the Holy Ghost, and in (with) Arc, 
i. e., to overwhelm, richly furnish, with all spiritual 
gifts, and to overwhelm with fire unquenchable. 

b.) Genr. and with indirect allusion to the rite, to 
baptise with calamities, to overwhelm with sufferings. 

Note. While in Greek writers, as above exhibited, 
from Plato onwards, baptiso is everywhere to sink, to 
immerse, to overwhelm, either wholly or partially; yet 
in Hellenistic usage, and especially in reference to the 
rite of baptism, it would seem to have expressed not 
always simply immersion, but the more general idea of 
ablution or affusion. This appears from the following 
considerations: 

(The author then refers to Luke 11. 38: and Mark 
7. 2-4: where nipto is used. . . . Then he refers 
to the baptism of 3,000 on the day of Pentecost, show¬ 
ing that immersion was not performed.) 

(c) In the earliest Latin versions of the New Testa¬ 
ment as for example the Itala, which Augustine re¬ 
garded as the best of all, and which goes back appar¬ 
ently to the second century and to usage connected 
with the apostolic age, the Greek verb Baptiso is uni¬ 
formly given in the Latin form baptiso, and is never 
translated by immergo or any like word; showing that 
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there was something in the rite of baptism to which the 
latter did not correspond. 

(d) The baptismal fonts still found among the ruins 
of the most ancient Greek churches in Palestine, as at 
Tekoa and Gophna, and going back apparently to very 
early times, are not large enough to admit of the bap¬ 
tism of adult persons by immersion; and were ob¬ 
viously never intended for that use. See Bibl. Res. in 
Palest. II. p. 182, III. p. 78. 

12. Kitto. The edition of the work from which I 
copied was the 3rd. Ed. 1866. In vol. 1. under the 
sections, Definitions, p. 290, we find the following def¬ 
initions (which makes the Cyclopaedia a lexicon when 
defining): 

“ (1). The washing of an object by dipping it into 
mater, or any other fluid, or quasi-fluid, for any pur¬ 
pose whatever. (2.) The plunging or sinking of an 
object. (3.) The covering over of an object by the 
flowing or pouring of a fluid on it. 

“ (4.) The washing or wetting of an object whether 
by aspersion or immersion." 

To these definitions of Kitto, McClintock & Strong 
in their Cyclopaedia (a standard work) not only give 
hearty approval, but adopt and publish them as perfect¬ 
ly correct in their own work, Vol. 1., p. 639. 

13. Groves. “ (from bapto, to dip) To dip, im¬ 
merse, immerge, plunge; to wash, cleanse, purify; to 
baptize, to depress, humble, overwhelm. Baptizomai, 
to wash one’s self, to bathe; to sink, faint, be deject¬ 
ed.” 

Five of these (Strong, Young, Thayer, Parkhurst 
and Robinson) are New Testament Greek lexicons, but 
they do not give baptizo one unvarying meaning either 
in classic or New Testament Greek; neither do the 
other Classic Lexicons. 
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Dr. Young (in the preface to his concordance, p. 4.) 
says, “ The present Work confines the definitions strict¬ 
ly to their literal and idiomatic force; which, after all, 
will be found to form the best (and indeed the only 
safe and solid) basis for theological deductions of any 
kind.” Dr. Young is not only one of the greatest 
scholars,of Scotland, but of the world, and he gives 
“ pour out ” (afifuse) as the literal meaning of baptiao. 
Parkhurst and Robinson strongly advocate affusion as 
the New Testament way of performing baptism; while 
Thayer, who favors immersion, also gives “ outpour¬ 
ing” as a proper way to perform baptism. 

For the following twenty-four lexicons I am greatly 
indebted to the Rev. J. Ditzler, D. D., of Louisville, 
Ky., who kindly gave me permission to copy them 
from his book on " Baptism,” an able, and scholarly 
work on the subject, and which has been a great help to 
me in my study of this question. These lexicons (with 
one exception) he personally examined and copied for 

14. Schleusner. "Baptiso: 1. Proprie, im- 
mergo, ac intingo, in aquam mergo, a bapto, et re¬ 
sponds Hebra. (tabhal )—2 Reg. 5. 14:, in vers. Alex¬ 
andria, et (tabha) apitd Symmachnm (Ps. 68. 5:): 
et apud Incertum (Ps. 9. 6:). 

"In hac significations nunquam in Novo Testamento, 
sed eo frequentius in Script. Gratis legitur, v. c. (Diod. 
Sic. I. ch. 36.), de Nilo eximdente —Strabo, Polybius, 

etc. Jam, quia hand raro aliquid immergi 

ac intingi in aquam solet, ut lavetur hinc. 2. Abluo, 
lavo, aqua purgo, notat. Sic legitur in Novo Testamen¬ 
to (Marc. 7. 4:), kai apo agoras ean me baptisontai (in 
quibusdam codd, rhantisonlai ), oik esthousi (et vss. 
sq.) —Luc. 11. 38: (aqua oblutae et purgatae fuerint 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 429 

—se non lavasse). Baptisesthai non solum lavari, sed 
etiam se lavare signidcare multis locis probari potest 
(Sirac. 34. 30): Judith 12.8: 3. Hinc transferetur 
ad baptismi ritum solemnem, etc. 4. Wetaphorice: 
ut Lat. imbuo, large et copiose do atque suppedito, lar- 
giter profundo (Matt. 3. 11.).” 

“1. Properly, to immerse, to dip in, to sink in water, 
from bapto, and answers to the Hebrew word tabhal in 
2 Kings 5. 14:, and in the Alexandrian version, and to 
tabha in Symmachus Ps. 68. 5:, and in an uncertain 
translation of Ps. 9. 6: In this signification it is never 
used in the New Testament, but more frequently in 
Greek writers, Diodorus Siculis, 1. 36:, of the overflow 
of the Nile, Strabo, Polybius, etc. 

“ Now because it is the custom generally to immerse 
or dip in water, that it may be washed, hence. 2. It 
signifies, to cleanse, to wash, to purify with water. 
Thus it is used in the New Testament (Mark 7. 4:), 
‘and from the markets unless they are baptized’ (in cer¬ 
tain codices it reads, ‘are sprinkled’), and as in Luke 
11. 38: (‘They are not washed, if they have not been 
consecrated and purified with water’). Baptizesthai 
means, as can be proved in many places, not only to be 
washed, but to wash one’s self (Sirac. 34. 30:) Judith 
12.8:). 3. Hence it is transferred to the solemn rite 
of baptism, etc. 4. Metaphorically, as in Latin, to im¬ 
bue, to give largely and copiously, also to give in abund¬ 
ance, to pour forth abundantly (Matt. 3. 11:).” 

Of this lexicographer Mr. A. Campbell says, “A 
name revered by orthodox theologians, and of enviable 
fame.” Another champion of immersion thus speaks 
of him, “The greatest of all the Greek-Latin definers.” 

15. Stokius. "Baptizo, lavo, baptizo; passivum. 
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luor, lavor. I. Generatim ac vi vocis intinctionis ac 
immcrsioms notionem obtmet. z. Speciatim, (a) 
proprie est immergere ac intingere in aquarn; (b) tro- 
pice, (i.) per metalepsin est, lavare, abluere, quia ali- 
quid intingi ac immcrgi solet in aquarn ut lavetur, vel 
abluatur; quamquam et adspergendo aquarn, lotio vel 
ablutio fieri queat et soleat (Mark 7. 4:, Luke 11.38:). 
Hinc transferetur ad baptismi sacramentum, etc. . . 
. . . . Per Met. designal (a) miraculosam spiritus 
S. (sancti) effusionem super apostolos, aliosque cre- 
dentcs, turn ob donorum spiritus S., copiam, prout 
olim aqua baptisandis copiose affundebatur, vel 
illi penitus in aquarn immergebantur, etc.” 

“To wash, to baptize; passive, to be cleansed, to 
be washed. I. Generally and by the force of the word 
it obtains the idea of dipping in or immersing. 2. 
Specially, (a) properly it is to immerse or dip in water, 
(b) tropically, (1) it is by a metalepsis, to wash, to 
cleanse, because anything is wont to be dipped or im¬ 
mersed in water that it may be washed or cleansed; 
although the washing or cleansing can be and gener¬ 
ally is performed by sprinkling the water (Mark 7. 4:, 
Luke 11.38:). Hence it is transferred to the sacra¬ 
ment of baptism, etc. ... By metaphor it desig¬ 
nates (a) the miraculous effusion of the Holy Spirit 
upon the apostles and other believers, as well because 
of the abundance of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, even 
as anciently the water was copiously poured upon the 
baptized, or they were immersed deep in the water, 
etc.” * 

This lexicographer is highly commended by Mr. 
Campbell, Ditzler, and all who are at all familiar with 
his lexicon, as a standard work. 

16. Sophocles. " Baptizo, to dip, to immerse, to 
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sink, to be drowned. Trop., to afflict; soaked in 
liquor; to be drunk, intoxicated. 

“2. Mid., to perform ablution; to bathe; baptized 
with tears ( baptizesthai tais dakrusi), to plunge a 
knife. ... 4 (Ecclesiastical in Dark Ages): 
baft iso, mcrgo, mergito, lingo (or tinguo), to baptize; 
New Testament, passim." 

Dr. Ditzler says, “Sophocles, restricted to the Iron 
Age or later Greek, is an immersionist, and a favorite 
with them.” And yet he quotes from Eusebius’ Greek 
History where a penitent backslider in the days of 
John the Apostle was "baptised with his tears.” No 
one could be immersed in his own tears. A small 
quantity of the element performs this baptism accord¬ 
ing to this scholarly Greek. 

17. Gaze's. "Baptiso: (bapto) Suchna bouto ti 
mesa eis ti kai enteuthen ana ton. Brecho ti, potizo, 
epichuno, loud. 2. Antlo, bouto eis to neron aggeion 
ti dia na ekballo. 3. Pluno tas cheiras, e louomai. 
4. BaptiZo, para Christianos, etc.” 

1. To put something frequently into something, 
and thence upon it. To sprinkle anything, to give 
drink, to pour upon, to wash. 

2. To draw water, to put a vessel into a place of 
water in order to pour out. 

3. To wash the hands, to wash oneself. 

4. To baptize, among Christians, etc. 

Gazes was of the seventeenth century, native of Me- 
lias, Thessaly. Dr. Ditzler says, “He was one of the 
most learned Greeks; was a member of the committee 
that framed and signed the Declaration of Grecian In¬ 
dependence. He put forth his lexicon, founded on 
Schneider’s, with changes and improvements, at Ven¬ 
ice, three volumes quarto, which the learned Hilarion 
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followed, who, with the approval of his archbishop, 
revised the translation of the Bible by the British For¬ 
eign Bible Society.” 

18. Kouma. "Baptizo, ek ton bapto; I. Buthizo, 

bouto suchnakis eis irgon, katabrecho, brecho. 2. 
Antlo. 3. Baptizo . . . ekkles.” 

(From bapto) 1. to sink, to put frequently into 
water, to drench, to sprinkle. 2. To draw water. 3. 
To baptize, in an ecclesiastical sense. 

Dr. Ditzler says, “Kouma, a native Greek of this 
century, the lexicon written at great length in modem 

Both these, though native Greeks, define by brecho 
which means to sprinkle. 

19. Leigh, E. Critica Sacra (Lexicon) New Testa¬ 
ment. Baptizo, baptizo, saepe ... a bapto, tin- 
go, mcrgo, etc., et primario signified istiusmodi lotio- 
nem seu immersionem, quae in vasis aquariis sit, qui- 
btis lintea immergimus; tamen largius et latius etiam 
sumitur pro quocunqne genere ablutionis, prolutionis 
sen mundationis, etiam ilhus, cm nulla tmmersionis 
species adest; ut Matt. 3.11:, et 20.22:, Mark 7.4: 
etc. 

He then quotes Vossius, thus, “HI. Aspergere sen 
abluere corpus alicujus sacramentaliter (Matt. 3. 
11:).” 

To baptize (frequently so occurs), from bapto, to 
wet, sink, etc.; and primarily washing or immersion 
of any kind, which may be in water vessels in which 
we immerse linen; nevertheless it is also more largely 
and widely used for any kind of washing ( ablution ), 
cleansing or purifying, even of that in which no form 
of immersion occurs, as Matt. 3. 11:, 20.22:, Mark 
7.4:, etc. (Vossius) III. To sprinkle or wash the 
body of any one sacramentally. 
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Horne (Introduction to Sacred Scriptures) says, 
“He was one of the most learned men of his time, and 
most succeeding lexicographers of the Old and New 
Testaments have been greatly indebted to his 'Critica 
Sacra.’ ” Leigh says that baptizo means “washing or 
immersing of any kind,” some of which is done by af¬ 
fusion; then he more boldly says, “It is also more 
largely and widely used for any kind of ablution (ab- 
httionis), cleansing, or purifying, even of that in which 
no form of immersion occurs." Is not this strong tes¬ 
timony from this learned and eminent lexicographer 
in favor of affusion? 

20. Cremer, H. (Biblio-Theological Lexicon of the 
New Testament Greek, 2nd German edition, by W. 
Unvick, 1878.) 

"Baptizo: To immerse, to submerge; often in later 
Greek, Plut., etc.” Then he says “that rachats (wash), 
louo (wash), and niptesthai (wash the hands) (Matt. 
15. 2;), for which Mark 7. 4; has baptizesthai are all 
one. Expressions like Isaiah I. 16: ('wash you’), and 
prophecies like Ezekiel 36. 25: (‘then will I sprinkle 
clean water upon you’), 37. 23: (‘cleanse them’) ff., 
Zechariah 13. I:, are connected with the Levitical 
washings, etc. . . . This is the reason also why 
baptizein in itself was not a thing unknown to the 
Jews.” 

On Luke 3. 16:, John 1. 33:, and Matt. 3. II: he 
says, “It makes no material difference whether en 
(in, with) be taken locally (i. e. in water) or instru- 
mentally (en udati, with water). It is the former, if 
in baptizein, with the meaning to dip, we maintain the 
idea of immersion; it is the latter (with) if we main- 
tian the idea of washing or a pouring over.” 

Before this he says, “ That the meaning ‘ to wash in 
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order to purification from sin ’ is metaphorical, and not 
that of * immerse,’ is clear from the contraposition of 
en udati and en pneumati (baptize with water — with 
the Spirit), by which the two baptisms are distin¬ 
guished from each other. Both in the case of John 
and of the Messiah the question was one of purification 
from sin, which the former effected by means of water, 
the latter by means of the Holy Spirit and fire. Cf. 
(compare) Ezekiel 36. 25-27:, Malachi 3. 2-3Isaiah 

6.6-7:.” 

Cremer, like many other learned men, teaches that 
Ez. 36. 25: refers to baptism — that it may be — will 
be performed by sprinkling. This is strong. 

21. Schaetgennius. "Baptizo, 1. Proprie mergo, 
immergo : 2. Abhio, lavo (Marc. 7.4:, Luke 11. 38:); 
3. Baptizo, significant sacro; mctaplioricc accipitur ct 
significat, 1. Largiter profundo (Matt. 3. 11:, Acts 
1.5:); 2. Multis periculis et oneribns subjicco (Matt. 
20. 22:) ; eadem sensu apud prof anas occurrcre, etc.” 

I. Properly, to sink, sink in (immerse) : 2. To 
cleanse, to wash (Mark 7. 4:, Luke 11. 38:). 3. To 
baptize, in a sacred sense. Metaphorically, it is used 
and signifies, I. To 'pour out abundantly (Matt. 3. 11:, 
Acts 1. 5:) ; 2. To subject to many perils and burdens 
(Matt. 20. 22:) ; It occurs in the same sense in profane 
writers, etc. 

This learned lexicographer teaches that baptism can 
be — may be, performed by affusion. 

22. Wahl. (1st Edition.) "Baptizo, 1. (N. T. 
meanings) to wash (classic, to sink down, submerse) ; 
2. To immerse; 3. Metaphorically, overwhelm any¬ 
thing with anything; to imbue plentifully, as with the 
divine Spirit, etc.” 

(2nd Ed. 1831.) I. To immerse (Josephus, Ant. 9. 
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io. 2.; Polybius I. 51. 6., classic use), (a) properly, 
also, of the sacred immersion, then by immersion; (b) 
with the idea of overwhelming included; to sprinkle 
(perfundo), followed with the dative of the instru¬ 
ment, etc., with water. 

Metaphorically, for to imbue largely; (c) to plunge 
in or overwhelm with calamities. 2. For nipto, wash, 
i. e., Mark 7. 3:. 

Dr. Ditzler says, “ Later he erases sprinkle,” but 
gives no explanation for so doing. 

23. Ewing. (Glasgow, 1827.) "Baptiso: I plunge 
or sink completely under water, I cover partially with 
water, I wet, ... I overwhelm or cover with 
water by rushing, flowing, or pouring upon, . . . 
I drench or impregnate with liquor by affusion; I pour 
abundantly upon, so as to wet thoroughly; I infuse; 
. . . I wash.” 

The action of affusion is in his definitions. 

24. Swarzius. " Baptizo: To baptize, immerse, to 
overwhelm, to dip into, to wash by immersing. Inter- 
dum, aspcrgo, conspergo, affundo. Sometimes to 
sprinkle, to besprinkle, to pour upon, etc.” Dr. Ditzler 
says, “See this lexicon, a large one indeed, and of 
high standing, quoted correctly, and word for word as 
above, in Ingham’s Handbook on Baptism (Baptist 
work, p. 40) ; and in Booth’s (a Baptist) Pedobaptist 
(in Baptist Library, p. 351-2:). 

This lexicographer boldly defines by " sprinkle.” 

25. Suicer. " Baplizo,Mergo,immergo,submergo, 

aqua obruo ; abltto, lavo. . . . Res significata, quae 

per immersionem ant aspersionem adumbratur” To 
sink, immerse, submerse, overwhelm with water; to 
cleanse, to wash. 

He uses the same 


explanation that others do, thus, 
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“ But because a thing is accustomed to be mersed or 
dipped that it may be washed, etc.” Then he says, 
" The thing signified which is represented by immer¬ 
sion or sprinkling ” (aspersion). 

According to this author baptism can be performed 
by sprinkling. “ Dr. Smith thinks, the best lexicon 
ever prepared for the interpretation of New Testament 
words, and certainly for its purpose the ablest extant.” 

26. Schneider. (Leipzig, 1819.) " Baptizo, from 

bapto: I dip under; thence as brecho (i. e. moisten, 
shed forth, sprinkle). Also metaphorically to be thor¬ 
oughly drunk, overwhelm with debts, etc. ... to 

Dr. Ditzler says, “ This is the next best classic lexi¬ 
con issued.” 

27. Passow. (Ed. 1841, p. 480, vol. 1.) “Baptizo 
(Bapto). Oft und miederhalt eintauchen, witertau- 
chen. Eis u. pros ti Plut. auch entini dah. Benetzen, 
anfeuchten, begiessen . . . betrunken, vino madi- 
di, iibergiessen, iiberschiitten, iiberhaufen mil Abga- 
ben, mil Schulden uberladen, mit Fragen iiberschiittet 
(2 Schopfen, 3 taufen, med.), sich taufcn lassen; auch 
baden, waschen.” “ Oft and repeatedly immerse, sub¬ 
merge, . . . thence to (wet or) moisten, wet, 
sprinkle . . . drunken, drenched \yith wine, to be¬ 
sprinkle, pour upon, overwhelm, to burden with taxes, 
with debts, confuse with questions. 

“2. To draw water. 3. To baptize; suffer oneself 
to be baptized, also to bathe, to wash.” 

Dr. Ditzler says, “The great Passow, the master 
critic of all classic lexicons, to whom Liddell and Scott, 
Pickering, and all others now profess to look for aid, 
three large volumes.” 

28. Pape. "Baptiso, 1. Eintauchen, untertauchen; 
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Plat, quaest. Nat. 10. ploia schiffe, etc. (Pol. 8. 8., 
etc.), scheint baptisetai er-wird aitf dem Meer herunt- 
getriebcn — anfeuchten, begiessen. Oi bebaptisome- 
noi, die betrunkenen Plat, mit Schuldcn iiberladen 
Plut. da ich den Knaben schon gouts tscigedeckl sot. 
durch die Sophistcrein des Gcgners, Plat. 2. Ek pillion 
(Schoffen, Plut. III. N. T. u. K. S.), taufen. Med. 
sich taufen lassen, baptisma die Taufe, N. T.” 

“To immerse, submerse, ... to moisten, to 
sprinkle; those drunken, to overwhelm with debts, etc.” 
Prof. W. Pape’s lexicon, in three vols., is one of the 
latest (1874), and of high merit 

29. Rost and Palm. This is a great German Lex¬ 
icon in three volumes; and, as the definitions are exact¬ 
ly the same as in Passow, it is not necessary to repeat 
them (see Passow). It equals Passow in merit and 
authority. 

30. Jacobitz & Seiler (Leipsic, Ger., 1886). This 
great German Lexicon is a text book in Leipsic, and 
gives the same definitions also as Passow (which see), 
and is of great merit, and later than Pape. 

31. Hedericus. (Edition 1823.) Baptiso I. Mer- 
go, immergo, aqua obruo ; 2. abluo,lavo; 3. baptiso,sig- 
niHcato, sacro. “ I. To sink, immerse, overwhelm with 
water: 2. To cleanse, wash: 3. To baptize in a sa¬ 
cred sense.” 

32. Stephanus, Henricus. 1572. "Baptiso, Mergo, 
sen immergo, ut quae tingendi aut abluendi gratia 
aquae immergitnus; aqua obruo. Abluo, lavo (Marc. 
7. 4:, Luke 11. 38:)-” 

“ To sink, or immerse, as we immerse things in water 
for the purpose of wetting or cleansing them. Over¬ 
whelm with water. To cleanse, wash (Mark 7. 4:, 
Luke 11. 38:).” 
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33. Grimshaw. " Baptize: To wash, dip, be¬ 
sprinkle.” 

Dr. Ditzler says, “This is the only lexicon we have 
accepted from other than the original on the lexicons 
on baptizo.” 

34. Walaeus. (Leigh’s Critica Sacra.) “ Asper- 
sione an immersione. Indifferently, affusion or im¬ 
mersion.” 

35. Vossius. He gives, “ Immerse, etc.,” then “HI. 
To sprinkle. Adspergere seu abluere corpus alicujus 
sacrimcntaliter. (Matt. 3. 11:).” (Leigh’s Critica 
Sacra.) 

36. Arst. He gives as a proper New Testament 
meaning, perfusionem (affusion). 

Dr. Ditzler procured these two great lexicons, but 
only gives the meaning that is not found in the other 
lexicons. 

37. Wolfius. “This word (baptizo, Luke 11.38:) 
means washing done by affusion.” 

38. Pasor. (London Edition, 1650.) " Baptizo. 

Mcrgo, immergo, tingo — quod sit immergendo; dif- 
fert a dunai quod est profundum petere et penitus sub- 
mergi." (Dale, Johan. Bap., p. 60.) 

Ditzler (p. 153) gives, "Immergo, abluo, baptizo, 
(Matt. 3. II:), etc.” 

“ To sink, immerse, wet — because it is done by im¬ 
mersing. It differs from dunai because it seeks the 
bottom and is deeply submerged.” Ditzler’s definitions, 
“ Immerse, cleanse, baptize, etc.” 

39. Pickering. " Baptizo, To dip, immerse, plunge, 
sink, overwhelm, to.steep, to soak, to wet: Mid. To 
wash one’s self or bathe. In New Testament, to wash, 
to cleanse by washing, to perform ablution, as in Mark 
7. 4:, where it is used as equivalent to nipsontai in 
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verse 3, and as opposed to aniptois in verse 2; to bap¬ 
tize or perform the rite of baptism. This verb is a 
frequentative in form but not in fact.” 

For this and the following lexicons I am indebted to 
Dale, Campbell, Rice, and others. 

40. Budaeus. " Immergo, mergo; pessundo, de¬ 
merge). submerge, mtmgo. unguento. medteor. mibuo. 
colore inficio, inficio." 

“ Immerse, sink; overthrow, sink down, sink under, 
dip in, anoint or perfume, heal or cure, wet, soak or 
stain, stain with color, stain.” 

41. Robertson’s Thesaurus. 1676. "Baptizo, 
Mergo, lavo. To sink, to wash.” 

Mr. Campbell says, “ It is the most comprehensive 
dictionary I have ever seen. He defines baptizo by only 
two words — one proper and one figurative meaning.” 

Does not this lexicon prove that baptizo is a generic, 
not a specific, word, when he defines it by the word 
“wash,” which is completely generic, not specific at 
all? 

42. Bretschneider. " Baptizo, Proprie, saepius in- 
lingo, saepius lavo; deinde lavo, abluo, simplicitcr — 
medium, etc.; lavo me, abluo me" 

“ Properly, often to dip, often to wash; hence, to 
wash, or cleanse, simply. In Mid. Voice, I wash my¬ 
self, cleanse myself.” 

This author also teaches the generic use of the word 
— not specific. 

43. Greenfield. "Baptizo, To immerse, immerge,. 
submerge, sink: in New Testament, To wash, perform 
ablution; cleanse, immerse, baptize, and perform the 
rite of baptism.” 

This is like the others, defining by common, not spe¬ 
cific, words. 
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44. Jones, John. (England.) "Baptize, To plunge, 
plunge in water, dip, baptize, bury, overwhelm.” 

45. Hesychius. " Baptiso, Antleo. To draw water.” 

This author gives only one definition. 

46. Damm. " Baptiso, Descendere facio, immergo, 
intingo. To cause to descend, immerse, dip in.” 

47. Bass. "Baptiso. To dip, immerse, plunge in 
water; to bathe one’s self; to be immersed in suffer¬ 
ings or afflictions.” 

48. Bagster. " Ba'ptizd, To dip, immerse, cleanse 
or purify by washing, to administer the rite of baptism, 
to baptize.” 

49. Castel. " Baptiso, To bathe, baptize, immerse.” 

50. Porson. "Baptiso. To dip, to dye, because it 
is done by immersion. It differs from dunai, which 
means to sink to the bottom and to be thoroughly sub¬ 
merged.” 

51. Minhert. "Baptiso. To baptize; properly, in¬ 
deed, it signifies to immerse, to plunge, to dip into 
water. But because it is common to plunge or dip a 
thing to wash it, hence it signifies also to wash, to wash 

The last five I have copied from immersion sources, 
and so do not know whether all, or only a part, of the 
definitions are given. 

The reader can see, from this list of lexicons, that 
any attempt to confine baptiso to one meaning, idea, 
and use in all Greek literature, must cause confusion, 
■contention, and end in failure; and that the immer¬ 
sion theory rests on a false foundation. 

This testimony of the lexicons shows that baptiso 
is a generic or common, and not a specific, word at all— 
that it has many meanings and uses, and can not truth¬ 
fully be confined to one. And it is astonishing that 
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any candid person should make the attempt or affirm 
such to be the fact. But this is what our immersion 
neighbors have done, and must do, to sustain their po¬ 
sition; but the facts are against them, as we have 
shown. 

And here we rest the case, for the lexicons also sus¬ 
tain us, not them. 

We invoke the blessing of God upon our work, pray¬ 
ing that it may lead to a satisfactory and harmonious 
settlement of this disputed question, and aid in uniting 
his people in closest bonds of sympathy and love. 
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